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ABSTRACT
This study was an attempt to conceptually and empirically expand 
Marx's class analytic scheme to include the unique position of women.
The goals in this study were to: 1) discuss and resolve certain issues
surrounding the definition of the working class; and 2) to test an 
empirical measure of class that would reflect women's roles in the home 
and the workplace.
The first goal was met basically by a theoretical model that 
allowed the conceptualization of women and their place in production 
(both in home and work) into an already existing class structure. This 
study concentrated on the differences in the boundary problem (the 
criteria for class definitions) for those who did not own the means of 
production. It was the theoretical position in this paper that the 
married women in this study were found in positions constituting the 
working class. However, this only resolved those issues concerning 
womens' individual class position and not their link to the family.
The second goal was to capture women's experience both in the 
family and in the workplace. This was done by a specific empirical test 
using the data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics. An interactive 
term reflecting both husband's and wive's individual class position was 
used to determine family class effect on income (earnings). Also, a 
variable measxiring domestic labor was designed to demonstrate women's 
role in the home as well. The empirical findings were mixed, using the 
most conservative statistical measures. The interactive term did not
play a significant role in the earnings model at this time. Nonethe­
less, it is hoped that future tests with the present or different data 
will result in more decisive findings. What is clear from the data is 
that women do not "fit" very well into class analysis and new methods 
must be derived to understand and conceptualize women's role in the 
workplace and at home.
CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
In the third volume of Capital, Marx breaks off his discussion of 
class leaving his readers with only a glimpse of the area he was to 
cover. A thorough reading of Marx, though, leaves little doubt that 
the concept class was a basic element in his theory (see such diverse 
writers as Aronowitz, 1979; Dahrendorf, 1959; and Oilman, 1979). And, 
while the term did not originate with Marx, it is his legacy that has 
stirred the most debate in American sociology in the last several 
decades.
American sociology has, in the past, eliminated or ignored class 
as a viable concept to describe the social structure (see especially 
Nisbet, 1959 and Marshall, 1956). As Parkin (1978) has noted, there 
is a particular blend to American sociology that has never really been 
in fashion anywhere else. This type of sociology conflates status and 
class or otherwise misinterprets class so that it loses much, if not 
all of its meaning, such that class has taken a backseat to terms such 
as prestige or status. But, more recently, American sociology has 
begun to re-examine the usefulness of the concept class. This is not 
because the concept is analytically elegant or because all of the 
anomalies have been resolved. Sociologists have begun to look again 
at the concept class because, in the real world, classes exist 
(Dahrendorf, 1959; lleberle, 1959; and Gans, 1962). Furthermore, 
class, as Szymanski (1983) states, sets the parameters for a great
1
2deal of what affects each of us in our day-to-day lives. Moreover, as 
this study shows, class has begun to take its place as an analytical 
tool of importance in the social sciences. But this has not happened 
in a vacuum, without relevant changes in the development of theory in 
the social sciences. The next section attempts to place the analysis 
of class within the theoretical context of sociology.
Locating the Issues in Time and Space
In one sense, the present inquiry is a response to those who have 
rejected the notion of class as an outdated tool in research; a 
response to those who have changed the concept so drastically that it 
no longer reflects its underlying assumptions. To some, this will 
seem but one more attempt at an ideological attachment to class.
Others will place this study quite correctly within the paradigmatic 
debate which takes as its subject the basic assumptions about man and 
the world that he lives in. To some degree, the present study is all 
of these. It is a response to the studies that have ignored 
differences in class in favor of differences in lifestyle, status 
attainment or prestige. And, it is a debate with those that view the 
stratification of society by looking at individuals' incomes, educa­
tion, or occupations as if the sum total of all the individuals' 
attributes could describe the whole.
The study is part of a larger debate that began with Marx and 
Weber and has continued sporadically in academic and political circles 
ever since. While the emphases in these debates have changed, the 
underlying questions remain the same —  i.e., how do we divide the 
conflicting groups in society? Is one criterion better than another?
3In American sociology, the debate traditionally has centered between 
consensus and conflict sociology. The consensus view, most dominant 
in sociological circles, places class as just one more way that an 
individual might be categorized. As Grabb (1984) states, those who 
view consensus as the dominant motif in our society, conceptualize 
inequality as a matter of individual rank rather than class structure. 
Those sociologists who see conflict as integral to the development of 
any society define class within a historical setting. And within such 
a setting, there is often class conflict and struggle.
These two divisions, however, do not adequately describe the 
recent trends in sociology. There has also been an increasing 
awareness that the structure of the economy plays a definite role in 
the allocation of positions of members of the labor force; therefore, 
that structure must also be taken into account in any explanation of 
the stratification system. Part of the reason for this shift from the 
individual to a more structural explanation is that analysis at the 
individual level does not fully explain why or how the society has 
developed as it has. Instead, it has been shown that the nature of 
the positions themselves greatly influence income and mobility (Beck, 
et. al. , 1978; Averitt, 1968; Baron and Bielby, 1980). Baron and 
Bielby refer to the adherents of this approach as the "new 
structuralists." Within its ranks, disagreements are integrated into 
the different theoretical perspectives. These perspectives find 
expression in both economics and sociology, each of which will find 
some expression in this study.
Another trend in stratification research has been the shift away 
from a Marxism that finds quantitative research unacceptable. Some
4neo-Marxists (typified by Wright and Perrone, 1977) claim to answer 
theoretical Marxian-based questions in an empirical style. In 
particular, Eric Wright (1973, 1976, 1978, 1982) began using a Marxian 
concept of class in his empirical work. Although empirical methods 
can only measure the "objectivity of class," they have at least begun 
to bring class analysis beyond the theoretical level.
Finally, unlike most analyses of class in America, the analysis 
of the class structure in this study pays special attention to women.
A major segment of the study will deal with how including women 
affects other issues in class analysis. As Oakley (1981), Hill
(1981), and Garnsey (1978) have stated, women for the most part have 
not been considered in either Marxian or mainstream sociology. Women
have been systemically ignored, at least as contributors to the labor
force; thus, their work inside the home has been characterized as 
having no "value." Without considering women, this study, like many 
others, would list half the population as only peripheral (Giddens, 
1973) to the structure and positions in society.
This study discusses current trends in stratification and 
explores the options that each creates in defining and describing 
classes. Several underlying assumptions are important in this
project: 1) structure and positions are important levels of analysis;
2) it is possible to study phenomena empirically asking Marxian 
questions; 3) any study concerning inequality must also consider those 
who traditionally had less direct relations to the means of pro­
duction —  women; and 4) that the "reproduction" of the class 
structure is a process worthy of study.
5Class Analysis
In any study of class, the boundary problem exists. As Parkin
(1982) points out, the boundary problem has a variety of 
definitions —  categorized on a continuum between the maximal and the 
minimal definition. To Parkin, "The minimalist theory of class could 
be said to concentrate its efforts on the identification of the 
boundary between the proletariat and the new petty bourgeoisie, 
whereas the maximalist theory emphasizes the boundary between the 
latter and the bourgeoisie proper" (1982:20). There is also another 
version that locates the primary basis of cleavage within the petty 
bourgeoisie. For those, the really crucial line is between the white- 
collar profession (administrative labor) and the managerial class. No 
matter which of these cleavages is examined, at their core lies the 
question: which criteria are most valuable and useful in defining the
class structure?
For the purposes of this study, the boundary problem will be 
characterized by attempting to examine those issues that separate the 
working class from the rest of the class structure, especially what 
has been termed the professional, managerial class or to Weberians, 
such as Parkins (1978) and Giddens (1973), the white-collar class.
More specifically, this might be defined as what to do with the middle 
classes. The middle classes in Marx's vision were to constrict as the 
polarization between the proletariat and the capitalists expanded. 
Instead they have grown and perhaps even become a dominant class of 
their own (see especially Braverman, 1974; Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich, 
1979). The division between this "new class" and the working class is 
the most difficult to conceptualize in class analysis, as they both
6have similar property relations (they do not own the means of pro­
duction) .
The boundary problem can be analyzed by examining several 
criteria. These criteria are the division between mental and manual 
labor, the debates and differences between productive and unproductive 
labor, and the controversy surrounding occupation as an accurate 
measure of class. Also, there is the problem of authority relations 
and the re-definition of classes based on authority relations. These 
are the usual criteria that are discussed in separating the working 
class from those others who also do not own property, And, there is 
no agreement among stratification researchers on how each of these 
issues constrict or expand the working class. Throughout this paper, 
these issues will be discussed historically, theoretically and 
empirically.
A concentration on the working class attempts to clarify the 
vague definition currently operating in the literature. This vague­
ness stems from several sources, many of which can be traced to 
theoretical responses to changes in the labor force. In other words, 
explanations concerning why the structure of the labor market and the 
labor positions have changed so drastically in late capitalism have 
greatly added to the misconceptions about the working class. Too, the 
Marxists have yet to agree among themselves upon the criteria that 
determine the working class. For example, two related issues, women 
and family, are often ignored in class studies. The addition of women 
in both the productive and reproductive sphere and the concept of 
family class have important consequences for future class studies.
7Women
Considering women’s roles in the labor force has created problems 
for most social scientists. Women do not behave in the labor force or 
at home as men do. The same predictors for men's behavior do not 
always apply equally well to women's behavior. And, it is the change 
in women's labor force participation that amplifies the boundary 
problem between the working class and others who do not own property. 
Social scientists have largely ignored this change. In most studies, 
a person's class has been defined by the head of household (always the 
male except in single parent households). Consequently, an 
individual's class is viewed the same as his (or her) family's class, 
and women are not seen as having their own position even if they are 
participants in the labor force. Przeworslci (1977) states that most 
class studies are limited to those people directly in production, 
excluding perhaps half the population of the United States —  mostly 
housewives, unemployed or welfare recipients who are women —  and the 
retired.
Feminists, also, have tried to fit their views on women into a 
Marxian perspective. This is usually done by assigning women a class 
position according to their own relations to the means of production 
(their labor in the work force). However, as Sokoloff (1980) states, 
this only illustrates their class position in the workplace and 
ignores their place in the home. Sokoloff and others (see especially 
West, 1976 and Beechley, 1978) find it useful to conceptualize women 
in dual (Beechley) or dialectic roles (Sokoloff): the position in the
home influences the position in the workforce and vice-versa. To 
study women in their dual role, then, one must look at both workforce
and family positions. Yet as Hill (1981) and Garnsey (1981) have 
stated, the class position of families and the shape of the class 
structure are different. Nonetheless, they are related and that 
relationship is important. At the core of this paper, then, is the 
relationship between class and family as it affects and reflects 
women’s class position.
Statement of the Problem
This study will discuss, in an integrative fashion, key 
theoretical and empirical questions emanating from a Marxian view of 
the society. The central problem explored in the study is the 
relationship between the conceptualization of the working class and 
women's position within the class structure. Specifically, changes 
have occurred in the working class that are significant. At the same 
time, and not surprisingly, women's position in our society is 
undergoing meaningful changes. This study intends to illustrate that 
there is a significant relationship between the changes in the working 
class and change in women's labor force participation. It will 
attempt to show that working class positions have been altered and 
that women (and their unique characteristics which they have 
historically brought to the labor force) more often characterize those 
changed positions than men. In other words, there are two related 
problems under investigation in this study: first, the conceptualiza­
tion, both theoretically and empirically, of the working class (within 
the context of the class structure as a whole); second, the necessity 
and consequences of the addition of women to the class structure, as a 
whole and specifically, as members of the working class. The
9relationship between the. working class and women is, at this point, 
unclear. Before specifying this any further, a contextual setting is 
discussed.
Wright (1982) posits that women and minorities constitute the 
majority of the working class today. This, in itself, reflects a 
change from the earlier domination of this class by white males who 
were concentrated in heavy industry. However, this change has not 
been recognized in the literature —  the terms working class and blue- 
collar still refer most often to these white males. The specific 
intent of this study, then, is to explicate the working class and, at 
least, some of its members. The explicit goals of this study are:
1. By resolving the issues surrounding the boundary problem 
for the working class, this study will define the working 
class in a way that reflects the addition of women in the 
work force.
2. Because of the dual or dialectical role of women, the 
concept of family class is measured empirically to
encompass women’s positions in the home and the labor
force. In this manner, the effects of a woman's class 
position can be shown for both herself and her 
family. Also, the relationship of h|r husband's 
class to her own can be articulated.
Impetus for the Study
This study will not attempt to resolve all the issues that have 
arisen since Marx's death. Instead, it is an attempt to clarify 
several aspects of class analysis. It is the culmination of a long 
standing personal and professional interest in social class. Class 
can be an abstract, rather vague term, yet it can also be used to
describe or analyze people and their lives in real and meaningful
ways. It is this concept of class that remains so appealing —  its 
ability to explain and describe. It is, also, the intent of this
10
study to conduct class analysis by including women and using an 
empirical measure study to conof family class. Both Albert and Hahnel 
(1978), and Sokoloff (1980) have pointed to the need t:o incorporate 
gender into class analysis. Yet, women simply cannot be 
conceptualized as part of the class structure in the same way as men 
because their material conditions are much different.
This study is also linked with others in another important way. 
The working class, by definition, has changed radically in the current 
phase of capitalism, called by some "monopoly" (see Baran and Sweezy, 
1966), others "advanced" (Bradshaw and Blakely), still others "post 
industrial" (Bell, 1973). In all cases, the message is the same: 
capitalism, as an economic form, does not stand still. It evolves and 
changes over time, something anticipated by Marx, but too often 
ignored by Marxists. The working class used to be identifiable —  as 
a voting block; as certain ethnic conclaves in cities; as a consumer 
group with predictable buying patterns and life-styles. It is not as 
easily identifiable at present. The changes in the working class 
reflect the changes in the occupational structure and the economic 
structure of our society. Whether these changes can be understood 
both theoretically and empirically is the important question of this 
study.
Organization of the Study
This dissertation is divided into six chapters. This first 
chapter has introduced the study and served to situate it in a 
particular type of sociological context. The study is guided by 
Marxian and feminist critiques of stratification systems. Chapter Two
11
historically reviews concepts and issues of class dealing with the 
writings of Marx and Weber and, also, presents the propositions of the 
study. Chapter Three reviews those recent studies which interpret 
Marx and Weber. Chapter Four provides discussion of the data, methods 
and procedures used in the study. Chapter Five discusses the results 
of testing the hypotheses. Finally, the sixth chapter draws con­
clusions and speculates on the possibilities arising from those con­
clusions .
12
FOOTNOTES
^There is also an effect on the husband’s position by the wife's class 
and occupational positions. However, because what occurs in the home 
is different by gender, this relationship is not explored in this 
paper. For example, marriage has a different effect on men than 
women. (See Oakley [1974 and 1981] for a larger discussion of the 
differences between men and women in marriage.)
CHAPTER TWO 
MARX AND WEBER
Introduction
In the social sciences, social class is often referred to as if 
everyone understood and agreed upon one single definition. Heberle 
(1959) states that class was actually a common sense term long before 
it came into theoretical discussion, something which clouds our 
analytical understanding of the term. This kind of confusion in 
describing and categorizing class has led to numerous and persistent 
misconceptions about the concept. This confusion stems, in part, from 
the failure to identify the underlying assumptions of the various 
definitions of class. And, also, from not specifying the different 
paradigms that exist within sociology.
Much has been written about paradigms and differing perspectives 
in the social sciences. Kuhn (1970) states that paradigms are 
different ways of viewing the world. Sociologists have joined the 
fray about paradigms, especially in the area of stratification. 
Generally, these "world views" have been characterized as reflecting 
either a "consensus" or a "conflict" perspective, each seen as having 
different assumptions and conceptual frameworks and, thus, inter­
pretations. Some argue that the debate between competing views in 
stratification can be traced to the differences between two leading 
scholars, Marx and Weber. But this explanation only partially 
illustrates the problem. As a consequence, the term class, an
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important concept in all views of stratification, has been rendered 
less analytically useful (see Parkin, 1978, for a longer and more 
detailed history of this), Because these differences are found 
in both empirical and theoretical realms, they will be noted through­
out this study.
The concept class is, in many ways, a metaphor for the 
paradigmatic debate in stratification. It expresses in itself and the 
issues surrounding it the whole of the debate about how and why a 
society might be stratified. Class is involved in the paradigmatic 
debate between the consensus and conflict views of stratification. 
Class, to those of the consensus viewpoint, is, at best, an outdated 
term. On the other hand, the rather diverse group of conflict 
theorists use class as an analytical tool in their theory and 
research. To the consensus school, the differences in class location, 
if considered at all, are interpreted as differences in rank while to 
the conflict theorists, differences in class are seen as discrete 
differences. As Kuhn has noted, the influence of different paradigms 
goes beyond the academic realm into everyday definitions. It is 
important, then, at the outset to be clear about how class is to be 
used and in what manner it differs from just another descriptive term. 
If in the empirical world the concept class is to be meaningful, then 
its theoretical antecedents must be, as far as possible, free from 
ambiguity. Consequently, in this chapter, the concept class is dis­
cussed in terms of the writings of Marx and Weber.
Several caveats must be mentioned here. Because this study is 
anchored in Marxian thought, the section on Marx is more expanded than 
the Weber section. Also, this study initially centers on the original
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writings of Marx and Weber rather than on secondary sources, as has 
been done too often by others. The Marxian section also sets the 
format for the kind of methodology that this study will use.
Marx and Social Class
Marx's thought in many ways integrated the major themes of the 
nineteenth century (French socialism, German idealism and classical 
economics). What is most valuable about the work of Marx is his view 
of the world. And, it is this critical sense of the social world that 
separates his work from that of others who only attempt description of 
society. The fact that Marx's predictions have not "happened" does 
not make his work less valuable.
Many scholars have noted that Marx never outlined his theory of
class (see especially Oilman, 1968; Lefebvre, 1969; Giddens, 1973 and
Przeworski, 1979). Nevertheless, the scattered references to class 
were central to the development of his thought. He understood that he 
was not the first person to use the word class to describe society.
In a letter to Weydemeyer he acknowledges his own understanding of 
class:
...And now as to myself, no credit is due to me for dis­
covering the existence of classes in modern society or 
the struggle between them. Long before me, bourgeois 
historians had described the historical development of 
this class struggle and the economists the economic 
anatomy of the classes. What I did that was new was to
prove: 1) that the existence of classes is only bound
up with particular historical phases in the development 
of production, 2) that the class struggle necessarily 
leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat, and 3) that 
this dictatorship itself only constitutes the transition 
to the abolition of all classes and to a classless society 
(Marx, 1977:679, emphasis in the original).
From this quote, it is possible to validate the thesis of Stolzman and
Gamberg (1971) that states that class to Marx was not a gradational
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term, but one that reflects movement and change. Yet, this quote also 
shows how his writings and their interpretations are misleading. It 
is not possible in this study to completely untangle all the meanings 
of class. It is, however, feasible to systematically analyze class in 
the writings of Marx.
Class struggle is central to the development of the last 
antagonistic mode of society, the final struggle of the two great 
classes. This class struggle, however, is expressed in different 
forms throughout Marx's work. In this section, I categorize his uses 
of class in three ways: 1) the two-class model —  the bourgeoisie and
the proletariat; 2) the specific description of the classes in 
particular historical phases; and 3) the Promethean nature of the 
working class. All three categories find their place in the work of 
Marx. And, all three find their way into the remainder of the present 
study.
Class as an Ideal Type
The ideal type, two class model is a means of portraying
capitalist society. There are two great classes, for Marx, that
determine the struggle or the consensus of a society. The description
of the two class model is most vivid in the Communist Manifesto.
The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the 
ruins of the feudal society has not done away with class 
antagonisms. It has but established new classes, new 
conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place 
of old ones. Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeosie, 
possesses, however, this distinctive feature; it has 
simplified the class antagonisms. Society as a whole is 
more and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, 
into two great classes directly facing each other;
Bourgeosie and Proletariat (1977:222).
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This ideal type is essential to the description of capitalist society.
Yet, it has been the one that has received the most criticism (see
Bendix, 1974; Parkin, 1978; and Giddens, 1973, especially). For as
history has amply demonstrated, there are more than two classes.
However, it would be simplistic to dismiss Marx's theory of class
by dismissing his two-class theory. His-two class theory, foremost,
is an analytical tool to depict society and social change. Moreover,
he stated that this two-class model would appear only at the end of an
epoch. Also, the two-class model is useful as more than a predictor.
As Ossowoski noted:
The dichotomous scheme is intended to characterize 
capitalist society with regard to its dominant and 
peculiar form of relations of production, while the 
multidimensional scheme reflects the actual social 
structure (1963:82).
This ideal type characterized by the bourgeoisie (those who own 
property) and the proletariat (those who sell their labor) is related 
to Marx's method, historical materialism. This perspective is 
connected to Marx's earliest preoccupation with the proletariat as the 
redemptive class of history and to his later analysis of class con­
flict in Capital. Furthermore, this ideal type is at the center of 
how he viewed the structure and organization of a society. It is this 
social and historical approach that allows him to describe capitalism 
with the main structural characteristic being the dichomotomous 
classes, expressed as the relation between capital and wage labor.
This perspective is referred to as historical materialism. In the 
oft-quoted Preface to a Critique of Political Economy, his materialist 
base is underscored.
In the social production of their life men enter into 
definite relations that are indispensable and independent
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of their will, relations of production which correspond 
to a definite stage of development of their material pro­
ductive forces. The sum total of these relations of 
production constitutes the economic structure of society, 
the real foundation, on which rises a legal and political 
superstructure to which correspond to definite forms of 
social consciousness. The mode of production of material 
life conditions the social, political, and intellectual 
life processes in general. It is not the consciousness 
of men that determines their being but on the contrary, 
their social being that determines their consciousness 
(1977:389).
Materialism has its base in the belief that to survive people
must produce and in their acts of production they enter into social
relations with others, using tools, science and their imagination to
create their social means of survival. All societies, according to
Marx, center on what he called the mode of production. This mode of
production has two characteristics: the forces of production and the
social relations of production. The forces of production are composed
of the physical means of carrying out production as well as the
relevant knowledge, skills and techniques of the work force. The
social relations of production are the relations that are created so
labor can go on —  landlord to tenant, lord to serf, capitalist to
worker. This, in essence, is the structure of society. Yet, it is
not enough to merely state that materialism enabled Marx to describe
and analyze society. Instead (because later interpretations of this
section may vary with other exegeses of his work), it is necessary to
explain his methodology, which includes an historical perspective.
In the German Ideology, Marx (1977) sets out the premises of his work.
This method of approach is not devoid of premises. It 
starts out from the real premises and does not abandon 
them for a moment. Its premises are men, not in any 
fantastic isolation, but in their actual empirically 
perceptible process of development under definite con­
ditions (p. 166).
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He continues in this passage to outline his premises —  that man must 
be able to live in order to be able to make "history." And that the 
first historical act is thus the production of the means to satisfy 
this need, the production of material life itself. When this need is 
met, other needs arise and the production of new needs is the next 
historical act. The third premise is that men do not only make them­
selves, but also make other men and form into relationships. These 
relationships themselves are tied to the forces of production at any 
given period.
Further, that the multitude of productive forces
accessible to men determine the nature of society,
hence, that the history of humanity must always be 
studied and treated in relation to the history of 
industry and exchange (1977:166).
The mode of production was not just the production of the 
physical existence of individuals. To Marx, "the nature of 
individuals thus depends on the material conditions of their pro­
duction" (1977:161). These conditions express themselves in their way 
of life, what they produce, how they produce it; all determine "their 
mode of life" (as Marx referred to it). As society develops, the mode 
of production changes, technology changes, the division of labor 
becomes more sophisticated, specialized, and exploitative. For Marx 
as well as other classical political economists, a primary 
characteristic of any society was the division of labor, which becomes
integral to the social relations of production —  both how things get
done and what is produced.
The various stages of development in the division of 
labour are just so many different forms of ownership, 
i.e. the existing stage in the division of labour 
determines also the relations of individuals to one 
another with reference to the material instrument and 
product of labour (Marx, 1977:161).
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The division of labor is thus fundamental in explaining how the 
capitalist society developed. The first and to Marx, the natural 
division of labor was between the sexes. However, as a mode of pro­
duction dominates an era, such as capitalism in the twentieth century, 
the division of labor is the touchstone for the development of the 
class structure —  i.e. the classes in society are a consequence of 
the relations of ownership. Therefore, the ideal type (the two great 
classes) is formed from a particular development in the division of 
labor.
These passages express the basic premises of Marx's thought and 
his method. It is this method that forms the basis of this study. As 
Lefebvre (1969) stated, the class structure may change, but the way to 
examine it does not. Men and women act in the real world, depending 
on how they live, what they eat and how they arrange their lives 
(materialism). They do this in a historical perspective that takes 
into account the way society (the mode of production and the relations 
of production) arranges itself (historically).
Historical materialism, therefore, sets the context for what Marx 
records. Man exists in certain periods that are dominated by a 
particular mode of production. As this mode of production changes, 
the relations of production may resist. Some classes struggle to keep 
the status quo —  others want change. Therefore, historical 
materialism can be summarized by understanding that: 1) production,
the level of technology, is centrally important; 2) production 
relations of society are comprised of specific kinds of divisions of 
labor, specific kinds which give rise to specific kinds of classes and 
class struggle; 3) the class structure, underscored by the division of
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labor, is crucial to the structure of any society; 4) class struggle 
occurs as the relations change between the mode of production and the 
relations of production; and 5) these struggles occur in society at 
specific moments in the realm of the super-structure, often as a 
political struggle. It is clear to Marx that to understand any 
society, one must first understand the relations described above.
And, clearly, the two class model is an integral part of this under­
standing.
This is the method that Marx used to describe the replacement of 
feudalism by capitalism. The capitalist mode of production jLs a 
specific form of production, out of which arises a particular class 
structure. What, then, characterizes the system of capitalism in 
present society? Stolzman and Gamberg (1974) state that it is 
impossible to comprehend Marx's theory of class without a prior under­
standing of the labor theory of value and the process of capital 
accumulation. Their point is that class was integral to the way Marx 
saw capitalist society. His labor theory of value centers around the 
differences between use, exchange and surplus value; through these 
differences, his labor theory of value hopes to explain that the 
contradiction in a capitalist society is capitalist accumulation 
itself. In other words, all commodities, even labor power, have in 
any society two values —  use and exchange. The use value being the 
value intrinsic to the commodity, while the exchange value is the 
value that the commodity has in the market. A laborer sells his labor 
power for an exchange value to meet his daily needs. In most 
capitalist arrangements of this sort, the exchange value paid to the 
laborer is worth less than the use value he creates when helping to
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produce a commodity or commodities. When the capitalist sells the
commodity he not only receives back the value paid to the laborer, but
surplus value (profits) from the exchange value of the commodity.
Thus, by buying the labor power of a worker at less than the value of
the commodity the laborer produces, the capitalist ensures his profits
and, at the same time, the exploitation of the worker. The labor
theory of value explains the contradictions of a capitalist society as
capitalist accumulation.
Capitalist accumulation is simply the process by which
capitalists accumulate more and more capital. Marx views this process
as critical to both the capitalist and the worker, especially since
the surplus value is gathered and used by the capitalists. In Wage-
Labour and Capital (WLC), Marx directly addresses capital and how
capital works in a society. Capitalist accumulation and raw capital
exist in a specific historical period at a given point in time. They
operate within social relations.
Thus the social relation within which individuals produce 
the social relations of production, change, are trans­
formed, with the change in development of the material 
means of production, the productive forces. The relations 
of production in their totality constitute what are 
called the social relations, society and specifically, a 
society at a definite stage of historical development, a 
society with a peculiar, distinctive character. Ancient 
society, feudal society, bourgeois society are such 
totalities of production, each of which at the same time 
denotes a special stage of development in this history of 
mankind (WLC, 1977:257).
So capital, then, becomes a bourgeois relation.
Capital, also, is a social relation of production. It is 
a bourgeois production relation, a production relation of 
bourgeois society... Capital consists not only of a means 
of subsistence, instruments of labour and raw materials, 
it consists just as much of exchange values. All the pro­
ducts of which it consists are commodities. Capital is,
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therefore, not only a sum of material products; it is a 
sum of commodities, of exchange values and of social 
magnitude (WLC, 1977:257).
Through this process, then, the labor theory of value, at its essence,
points to the direction capital may take. And, the accumulation of
capital directly affects the labor process.
It follows therefore that in proportion as capital 
accumulates, the lot of the labourer, be his payment high 
or low, must grow worse. The law, finally, that always 
equilibriates the relative surplus-population of 
industrial reserve army, to the extent and energy 
of accumulation, this law rivets the laborer to capital 
more firmly than the wedges of Vulcan did Prometheus to 
the rock. It establishes an accumulation of misery, 
corresponding with accumulation of capital. Accumulation 
of wealth at one pole is, therefore, at the same time 
accumulation of misery, agony of toil, slavery, ignorance, 
brutality, mental degradation at the opposite pole, i.e., 
on the side of the class that produces its own product in 
the form of capital (Capital, Vol. 1, 1964:645).
Capital accumulation is not just a process whereby the capitalist 
becomes wealthier, it is a process which directly affects the labor 
process by the size of the reserve army, i.e., the army of the 
unemployed that moves in and out of the labor force. Capitalist 
accumulation helps to determine wages and available jobs . The reserve 
army is determined to a great extent by how much the capitalist 
shrinks or expands the rate of profit. As the economy expands and 
constricts, the reserve army (the unemployed) is affected by the 
magnitude of the accumulation process. The characteristics and 
existence of this "reserve army" are critical to this study. For 
instance, if a person is not a member of the labor force (paid labor), 
what is his/her relationship to the means of production? This is the 
main reason that the struggle of the reserve army is determined 
outside the sphere of production, but not beyond the sphere of class
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struggle. This study examines more closely how the relationship 
between the reserve army and the class struggle is characterized. The 
movements of the reserve army and the classes themselves are 
intrinisically linked to what Braverman characterized as the process 
of production that is "incessantly transformed under the impetus of 
the principal driving force of the society, the accumulation of 
capital" (Braverman, 1974:9). The class struggle, as depicted by the 
two great classes, proletariat and bouregoisie, are involved in this 
process as are the other classes, the middle class and the petty 
bourgeoisie. However, it is the two great classes, forming the ideal 
type two-class model, that show the movement and the direction of the 
struggle and, therefore, the change in any society.
Descriptive Class
Even though there is no one complete definition of class in the 
writings of Marx, it is evident from his writings that he viewed and 
used the term in other ways than just as an ideal type. The second 
way is as a descriptor of conditions that exist. This second type 
gave structure to his method. Class as a description is primarily 
found in both the Civil War in France and the 18th Brumalre of Louis 
Bonaparte. In explaining the revolution and the counter-revolution in 
France, Marx delineates the outcome in terms of the interaction of a 
great variety of classes —  petty bourgeoisie, the bourgeoisie, the 
aristrocracy, the working class and the peasants. Marx attempts to 
discover underlying reasons for the failure of the French Revolution. 
The following passage illustrates this effort:
The small-holding peasants form a vast mass, the members
of which live in similar conditions, but without entering
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into manifold relations with one another. Their mode of 
production isolates them from another instead of bringing 
them into mutual intercourse. Their field of production, 
the small-holding, admits of no division of labor, its 
cultivation, no application of science, and therefore, no 
diversity of development, no variety of talent, no wealth 
of social relationships. In so far as millions of 
families live under economic conditions of existence that 
separate their mode of life, their interest and their 
culture from those of the other classes, and put them in 
hostile opposition to the latter, they form a class. In 
so far as there is merely a local, inter-connection among 
these small-holding peasants, and the identity of their 
interests beget no community, no national bond, and no 
political organization among them, they do not form a 
class (1977:256).
In this passage, it is clear that Marx is referring to a specific 
group living under specific conditions. Instead of just a description 
of their lives, he places their positions within a class framework — - 
i.e. the reference to the division of labor, the non-existence in this 
group of relations between one another. And, also in this quote, he 
draws the difference between class in itself and class for itself.
They are a class "in" itself because they share the same material con­
ditions of their lives, but are not a class "for" itself, because they 
have no consciousness of their shared bonds.^ It is the possibility 
of a consciousness of their class position that leads to the third 
type of class found in Marx's writings.
Class as Consciousness
Marx used class as an ideal type —  a way to explain the changes 
in the mode of production and the social relations of production. He 
wrote of class as a specific descriptor of a particular time.
Finally, he wrote of class consciousness, specifically, of a class 
that would transform the rest of the capitalist society —  the 
proletariat. They become the harbingers of the revolution, they are
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his dream. He had an almost mystic belief that the working class
would recognize their oppression and change society.
It is not a question of what this or that proletarian or 
even the whole proletariat, at the moment regards as its 
aim. It is a question of what the proletariat is and 
what in accordance with this being, it will historically 
be compelled to do. Its aim and historical action is 
visibly and irrevocably foreshadowed in its own life 
situation as well as in the whole organization of 
bourgeois society (1975:7).
And, once this class realized their own interests in the formation of
class, a class that would change the whole society, only then would
there be a possibility of change, "of emancipation" as Marx stated:
In the formation of class with radical chains, a class in 
civil society that is not of civil society, a class that 
is the dissolution of all classes, a sphere of society 
having a universal character because of its universal 
suffering and claiming no particular wrong but 
unqualified wrong is perpetrated on it; a sphere that can 
invoke no traditional title but only a human title, which 
does not partially oppose the consequences but totally 
opposes the premises of the German political system; a 
sphere finally, that cannot emancipate itself without 
emancipating itself from all the other spheres of society, 
thereby emancipating them; a sphere, in short, that is the 
complete loss of humanity, and can only redeem itself 
through the total redemption of humanity. This dissolution 
of society as a particular class is the proletariat 
(Feurbachian Criticism of Hegel, cited in Easton and 
Guddat, 1967:262-263, emphasis in the original).
It is this Promethean nature —  the idea that someone (or in this case
a class) would bring light to the darkened and depressing world —
that is so characteristic of this view of class. And, it is Marx's
dream —  the redemptive nature of the working class.
Summary
This section has shown how Marx observed class in at least three 
different ways: as an ideal type, as a method of description, and
finally as a dream towards class consciousness. They are not three
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separate divisions but are inter-related. In all his writings, one
can find the three overlapping. These three types also find their
place in this study. First of all, the use of class as an ideal type
2
forms the basis for this study. Even though there are problems with 
the labor theory of value and the law of capital accumulation (see 
especially Albert and Hahnel), the method and the perspective provided 
by historical materialism provides the scope for this study. The 
concept of class is not static, but the ideal type can, by redefining 
the changing relations of production, explain the role of women in the 
labor force. For example, the accumulation process (Braverman, 1974) 
has changed radically during this century. These changes directly 
affect both the working class and women in this society. Marx 
reiterates throughout his writings that the scientific study of any 
society begins with each particular historical epoch. It is this 
aspect of his method that is found in the second type of class 
analyzed in this study: one year in a particular historical period is
examined, reflecting both changes in the class structure and changes 
in women's roles. Finally, this study only speculates on the third 
type, that of class consciousness. As women in this study comprise 
the majority of the working class, their position as harbingers of 
social change is discussed in the concluding chapter.
Marx, Method and Women
This chapter has thus far outlined Marx's method showing how he 
conceptualized a materialist world, a world where events happened to 
real people with real needs. This is extended here to ask: how did
Marx view women and what part of Marx's method is useful in the study
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of women in society? Marx's analysis paid little attention to women, 
although he gave some consideration to their position in the labor 
force. Marx and Engels saw women as a cheap source of labor for the 
capitalist. In Wage-labor and Capital, Marx writes of women and 
children replacing skilled men as machinery began to play more of a 
part in industries. He writes in Capital of the exploitation of women 
in the factories, of the death of a milliner by the conditions in the 
shop where she worked. He wrote, also, of the kinds of work that 
working class women and children were subjected to before laws were 
made to restrict their employment —  the development of the one-wage 
family. Engels, in the Origins of the Family, Private Property and 
the State (1972) , further discussed these same consequences of the 
organization of the family under capitalism in the nineteenth century.
Marx and Engels, like most 19th century social analysts, 
responded to the sexual division of labor as given. Their's was a 
male-dominated world where women and their labor were not primary 
interests. Yet, Marx's legacy leads us to ask questions about how 
certain positions in the labor force developed and how women, who 
happened to fill them, shape the class structure. From Marx, we know 
that women are exploited; in the lowest paying jobs; part of the 
"reserve army" of labor. But, as members of the reserve army of 
labor, their position is shaped by the class struggle. Much of what 
has happened to women has happened outside the realm of production 
relations, yet it still has a relation to the class struggle.
Marx was not the only social theorist of the nineteenth century 
who had a strong influence on present day social stratification. No
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class analytical study would be complete without some discussion of I) 
the relation of Marx and Weber, their differences and similiarities, 
and 2) the influence of Weber's work on current stratification studies. 
The following section briefly outlines these two areas.
Weber
Weber, like Marx, offered a comprehensive, yet still incomplete 
view of the society in which he lived. Weber's work as a sociologist 
encompassed a wide-range of topics. He is important both because of 
his work and for what others wrote about him. Although often 
portrayed as Marx's polar opposite, Weber in this study, is seen as a 
positive critique of Marx. He did recognize Marx as one of the two 
major intellectual influences (along with Neitzche) of his time 
(Grabb, 1984:39). Furthermore, there are some similiarities between 
Marx and Weber, especially their use of the historical method to 
examine the origins and development of the modern capitalist society. 
Nonetheless, their basic assumptions produce very different categories 
and different conclusions about the society of which they were a part. 
This section's attention, then, is drawn to those areas specifically 
concerned with social class: 1) the role of private property; 2) the
definition and boundaries of social class; 3) whether production or 
distribution plays the more important role in the development of 
social classes and the society; and 4) multiple-bases for stratifica­
tion.
Class, Social Class and Private Property
Before beginning this discussion on class and Weber, one caveat 
must be mentioned. There is some evidence that Weber has been
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translated from German incorrectly by Gerth and Mills and Parsons 
(Szymanski, 1983 and Kelly, 1961), that they placed more emphasis on 
states categories than Weber could have intended. Szymanski, further­
more, states that there is a difference between the definition of 
class in his early work and the more complete definition later. His 
early definition was specific:
We may speak of class when: 1) a number of people have
in common a specific causal component of their life 
changes, in so far as 2) this is represented exclusively 
by economic interests in the possession of goods and 
opportunities for income, and 3) is represented under 
the conditions of the commodity of labor markets (Weber, 
1922:927).
In this definition, there is an indication that for Weber, 
classes were connected to the economic realm. However, to WTeber, 
these determinations were made in the market place and not within the 
realm of production. Distribution of goods and services and not their 
production dominates Weber's view of class. In fact, Parkin inter­
prets Weber as stating that without ownership of property and the sale 
of labor service in the market, class divisions do not exist.
Clearly, the later Weber and Marx placed the divisions of class 
in the economic realm —  but in different spheres. For Marx, 
production led to a rather straightforward definition of classes 
(with or without property). Weber, though, by placing class 
definitions in the market, left himself no viable method for defining 
classes. There is a wide variety of market situations whereby people 
who sell their labor power may be advantaged or disadvantaged in 
numerous ways. Although Weber identified the boundary problem in 
class analysis, he did little in his own work to alleviate that
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problem. In his later work, he again attempts (much like Marx in
Capital) to define class:
Class situation means the typical probability of: 1) pro­
ducing goods, 2) gaining a position in life and 3) finding 
inner satisfactions, a probability which derives from the 
relative control over goods and skills and from their 
income-producing uses within a given economic order.
Class means all persons in the same class situation: 
a) a Property class is primarily determined by property 
differences, b) a commercial class by the marketability of 
goods and services, and c) a social class makes up the 
totality of those class situations within which individual 
and generational mobility is easy and typical (Weber, 192.2:
302).
This passage illuminates two other differences in class 
definition for Marx and Weber. Marx wrote very briefly about the 
middle-class. His own belief was that they would become less 
important as capitalism developed. To Weber, however, in the dis­
tributive realm, the middle-classes were important. These commercial 
classes had better economic life chances and different economic 
interests than those of the workers. Moreover, Weber felt that the 
middle-classes would continue to expand as the children of workers and 
of the petty bourgeoisie would move into the market for white-collar 
jobs in the bureaucratic organizations of modern society (Grabb, 
1984:54). Obviously this growth of the middle-classes is linked to 
Weber's general theme of the growing importance of the state and 
bureaucracy in the struggle for power.
Finally, Weber created a distinction between the idea of class 
and the related concept of social class. Classes, to Weber, are just 
positions determined by individuals in specific economic 
circumstances. However, if the. class attains some sense of common 
position and consciousness, then they become a social class. Social 
classes can be from property or commercial classes. However, there
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seems to be disagreement about what constitutes the boundaries and 
differences of each specific social class (Cox, 1950; Giddens, 1973). 
His conception of social class appears similar to Marx’s class in and 
for itself. However, as the assumptions are clearly different between 
the origins of class positions, the concepts are not the same.
Even though Weber attached importance to class differences, he 
also broadened the scope of stratification. It is this expansion and 
the development of status groups that leads to several other dis­
tinctions between Marx and Weber.
Status-Groups and Social Closure
Weber’s use of class and status belong within his discussion of
power. Weber was concerned with what he designated as social power.
In general, we understand by "power" the chance of a man 
or a number of men to realize their own will in a 
communal action even against the resistance of others 
who are participating in the action (Gerth and Mills,
1963:180).
Power, for Weber, had three dimensions: economic, political and
status. Power was expressed by man seeking honor in these three
realms. Power, including economic power, may be valued for its own
sake. Very frequently the striving for power is also conditioned by
the social honor it entails. So, to Weber, the distribution of
rewards in any society was not unidimensional. Power is sought for
economic and political gain, or for social honor (for power itself).
These motivations were mediated by the legal order, which may set the
parameters for the definition. These three expressions of power can
be correlated with his three types of social organizations: class,
3
status and party. Although this correspondence is not fully
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explicated, there are obvious similarities in his perception of the
types of power and the organization of society.
Bendix (1974) credits Weber with broadening the basis of
stratification by the addition of status, his second dimension of
power. Because of the belief in American sociology that class
divisions were no longer useful (Nisbet, 1959), status became an
extremely important concept in the stratification literature.
In contrast to classes, status groups are normally 
communities. They are, however, often of an amorphous 
kind. In contrast to the purely economically determined 
"class situation" we wish to designate as "status 
situation" every typical component of the life fate of 
men that is determined by a specific, positive or 
negative, social estimation of honor (Weber, 1963:186—
187) .
Many criteria are used to constitute the amorphous status groups.
Status or social honor is typified by a style of life. So even though
property and other economic variables are important, people may share
the same status group without sharing the same property. Status
groups set the conventions for what is and is not acceptable behavior.
These status groups are important because of their ability to usurp
privileges from positively and negatively advantaged groups.
As to the general effect of the status order, only one 
consequence can be stated, but it is a very important 
one; the hindrance of the free development of the market 
occurs first for those goods which status groups 
directly withheld from free exchange by monopolization 
(Weber, 1963:193).
Weber is implying that in some instances status order can supercede
class formation, especially where it is based on property.
Weber implies that there are some interesting relations between
class and status groups. Classes are stratified according to their
relations to the production and acquisition of goods; whereas "status
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groups" are stratified according to the principles of their con­
sumption of goods as characterized by a particular style of life 
(Weber, 1963:193). Also, occupations may be status groups, if they 
have a special life style. Weber believes that status and class 
overlap, but he is vague about where and to what degree. He asserts, 
however, that when the basis for class relations are stable, then 
stratification by status is dominant. In times of technological and 
economic changes, class conflicts come to the surface. Even though 
Weber finds economic reasons dominant, status groups do influence the 
outcome of events and the development of society.
Weber did not believe the history of the world was determined by 
the class struggle. Instead, he envisioned a variety of factors that 
determine the power struggle. These factors do not necessarily have 
their roots in class struggle as evidenced in his discussion of social 
closure. Social closure determines the ways in which one status group 
makes it impossible for another to participate in some aspect of its 
style of life, including occupation. Userpation is the process 
whereby a group tries to take some of the privileges or rights away 
from the group practicing social closure. Exclusionary social closure 
is the action taken by a status group designed to secure for itself 
certain resources and advantages at the expense of other groups 
(Parkin, 1982:100). Any attribute or criteria may work —  educational 
creditionals, descent and lineage, race, sex or religion. This 
process of social closure occurs within groups whose definitions may 
make them status groups. And this struggle, to Weber, is just as 
intense and powerful as class struggles. Therefore, the concept of
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status groups and their struggle defined as social closure remains one 
of the key differences between Marx and Weber.
Weber, like Marx, accepted the sexual division of labor as given
and spent little time analyzing the position of women in society. As
with Marx, however, his insights did add valuable information as to 
how stratification might occur with women in the society. First, 
status is most often assigned to women by the position held by their 
husbands or their fathers. Also, social closure taken by a particular 
group (men) has been used to exclude women from positions of power. 
This is illustrated in the present day by the exclusion of women from 
the most top-paying jobs both in industry and government.
Conclusion
The effect that Marx and Weber have had on the world of academia 
and at large are very different. This, in part, accounts for how
widely they have both been mis-interpreted. Out of a reaction to the
"rising communist threat," American academic circles looked to Weber 
as reflecting more accurately the stratification system in America 
(Parkin, 1978). However, in later years, Marx has gained a much wider 
acceptance in the social sciences.
Both were commentators on the changing social world in which they 
lived. As Parkin (1977) states, their sociology remains important 
because they concentrated on the change from an agricultural (or 
feudal society) to an industrial structure. However, it must be clear 
that their basic assumptions differed. Too, Weber looked at the 
development of an increasingly rational and efficient society as the 
pervasive theme of the twentieth century. Marx, on the other hand,
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concentrated on the exposition of the economic order and the nature of 
man in society that had as its underlying driving force the 
acquisition of wealth. And, while no study of class would be complete 
without a discussion of Weber's critique of Marx, this study remains 
primarily Marxian in its analytical orientation.
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FOOTNOTES
^This study is only concerned with class-in-itself, objective class. 
Class-for-itself, subjective class, refers to a class that has 
recognized its own interests and joins in class struggle. Although 
subjective class is an important part of class analysis, it remains 
difficult to measure and conceptualize.
2
This quote from Korpi expresses the perspective begun with Marx and
used in this study.
This theoretical structure should not be seen as a 
philosophy or as a set of laws determining the future 
of society. It is more fruitful —  and in accordance 
with Marx's own posture as a scientist —  to view the 
theory as a set of inter-related assumptions and 
hypotheses concerning tendencies in the development of 
capitalist society. These hypotheses are of empirical 
observations concerning the way in which capitalist 
society functions and changes (1978:1).
3
The third type of power is parties. Though not used in this study, 
the concept is important in that it was one more way that society 
could be analytically understood. Parties are organized for the 
purpose of acquiring social power to "influence a communal action no 
matter what its content may be" (Gerth and Mills, 1963:194).
Parties' actions are goal oriented: there is some rational order to
them. Parties may represent class interests, status interests, 
neither, or a combination of the two. Therefore, parties represent 
a totally new dimension of power.
CHAPTER THREE 
REVIEW OF CURRENT LITERATURE
Introduction
Przeworski (1977) and Wright (1979, 1982) state that different 
theoretical views of class structure should be judged on their ability 
to facilitate understanding of the historical process of class 
formation. In this chapter, then, the discussion of class is extended 
into the present historical era. Class, as currently used, looks even 
more fragmented and vague than the term described by Marx and Weber. 
Therefore, an attempt is made in this chapter to outline the issues 
involved in present-day class analysis and to offer a perspective that 
may be theoretically and empirically useful. The chapter is organized 
as follows: 1) a general discussion of the typologies of class
(relying on the work of Wright); 2) an initial focus on the location 
of the working class and the contradictory class locations surrounding 
it; 3) other issues that define class; and 4) women in the class 
structure.
Chapter Two briefly outlined the class perspectives of Marx and 
Weber. It was clear that class was used in a variety of ways in their 
work. These differences continue today, both between and within each 
of their perspectives. American sociology, however, has viewed class 
from a perspective not clearly found in either the works of Marx or 
Weber. A gradational view of class was transformed by the empirical 
works of Hollingshead (1958), Duncan (1961) and Sewell (1972) and the
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theoretical works of Parsons (1940) and Davis and Moore (1945), who 
set the theoretical parameters for the functional view of stratifica­
tion. Parsons described stratification as "the ranking of units 
(status-role complexes) in a social system in accordance with the 
standards of the common value system" (1953:93). So, the ranking of 
individuals and occupations is based on the values that society 
ascribes to them. The second major contribution of Parsons was the 
view that stratification was a continuous measure. Davis and Moore 
(1945) further delineated this position by their concept of functional 
importance. It is their view that rewards (material and nonmaterial) 
are given to those positions (usually defined by occupations) which 
are functionally more important and involve a scarcity of qualified 
personnel. Although this functional importance is hard to measure 
empirically, it is clear that the measures of Hollingshead (1958), and 
later Duncan (1961), owe a debt to the theories of Parsons (1940) and 
Davis and Moore (1945). This curious transformation of class and 
status has dominated American sociology until the last decade. Then, 
a different conceptualization of class and understanding of the inter­
play of class and status emerged.
Class Analysis: A Typology
To begin unraveling these conceptual differences, we introduce 
the typology of Eric Wright (1979). His typology, buttressed by the 
work of Ossowoski (1963) and to some extent the later work of 
Szymanski (1983), serves to clarify the divergent views of class. His 
typology is illustrated in Figure 1 and detailed in the following 
quote:
Figure 1. A Typology of Definitions of Class (Source; Wright, 1979:5)
Classes are defined 
primarily in terms 
of gradation 
(1)
V8,
Classes are defined 
primarily in terms 
of relations
Class relations are 
analyzed primarily 
in terms of the vs.
Class relations are 
analyzed primarily 
within production
market
Production isProduction is analyzedProduction is analyzed
primarily in terms of 
the technical division 
(3)
primarily in terms of 
vs. authority relations 
(A)
as a system o 
vs. exploitation 
(5)
analyzed
41
At the risk of some oversimplification, the diverse 
definitions of class can be analyzed in terms of three 
theoretical dimensions: 1) whether class is fundamentally
understood in gradational or in relational terms; 2) if 
class is understood in relational terms, whether the 
pivotal aspect, of class relations is seen as located in 
the market or in production; 3) if class relations are 
primarily located within production, whether production is 
analyzed above all in terms of the technical division of 
labor, authority relations, or exploitation (Wright,
1979:4).
These categories, as shown in Figure 1, reflect what has been 
accepted as the five most common ways that class may be understood.
The gradational view of class really characterizes the earlier work in 
American sociology.
The second definition, relations within the market, has its own 
history in stratification research. Weber's concerns with outcomes in 
the marketplace led to the American tradition of viewing the skills of 
a person that are saleable regardless of their relation to the means 
of production. Here, also, is one of the places that the neo- 
Weberians, such as Giddens and Parkin, can be placed. To them, 
especially Giddens (1973), the market capacity of an Individual is the 
essential attribute that places individuals in their positions in the 
labor force. If this study were to focus on explaining the status of 
individuals in this manner, this discussion of class would stop here. 
However, it is not the marketplace where this definition is finally 
located —  it is in production itself.
The final three definitions are within the sphere of production 
and can be incorporated within the definition of class used in this 
study. To Wright, production relations may be understood as: 1) the
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technical division of labor; 2) authority relations; and 3) as a 
system of exploitation.
As each of these are included in Wright's empirical work, and in 
this study, they are discussed at length here. These three issues can 
and have redefined the class structure, both traditionally and in a 
way that might include women in a significant position.
The Division of Labor. The division of labor is more often used as 
the single criterion for class definition than either authority 
relations or exploitation. This kind of analysis is typified by the 
manual/nonmanual division, determined usually by occupation.
The neo-Weberians (Giddens, 1973 and 1977 and Parkin, 1979) find 
a split between manual/nonmanual labor to be important. Giddens 
(1973) and Gagliani (1981) have both stated how this distinction 
explains class alliances better than other relations within 
production. Also, the technical division of labor is sometimes 
reflected in the "end of ideology" position taken by Daniel Bell and 
others. They foresaw a society where people were ranked by their 
occupation and skill, the elite being scientists and top professional 
administrators (Bell, 1973).
The manual/nonmanual division between mental and manual labor is 
an important theoretical position for class analysis both inside and 
outside the Marxist tradition. The assumption behind the latter 
studies is that occupations divided by technical characteristics 
determine class relations. For the most part, stratification studies 
have centered and continue to center around this division. The use of
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occupation as a criterion for class is the source of considerable 
paradigmatic disagreements in stratification research.
Giddens (1973) believes that:
The backbone of the class structure, and indeed of the 
entire reward system of modern Western society, is the 
occupational order. Other sources of economic and 
symbolic advantage do coexist alongside of the occupa­
tional order, but for the vast majority of the 
population these tend, at best, to be secondary to those 
derived from the division of labor (1973:18).
Also, Blau and Duncan (1967) have made occupation an important factor
in determining rewards to the stratification system. The following
statement illustrates just how important the occupation category is
for them.
The occupational structure in modern industrial society 
not only constitutes an important foundation for the 
main dimensions of social stratification but also serves 
as the connecting link between different institutions 
and spheres of social life, and herein lies its great 
significance. The hierarchy of prestige strata and the 
hierarchy of economic classes have their roots in the 
occupational structure; so does the hierarchy of 
political power and authority, for political authority 
in modern society is largely exercised as a full-time 
occupation...The occupational structure also is the 
link between the economy and the family through which 
the economy affects the family's status and the family 
supplies manpower to the economy (1967:7).
Looking at these statements more closely reveals some assumptions 
that have consequences for other issues in the present study. First 
of all, to Giddens, Blau and Duncan, occupational structure has 
precedence over any other measure. Secondly, this technical division 
of labor serves, for this perspective, as the link between labor force 
experience and other institutions in society. This is graphically 
illustrated by Blau and Duncan's assertion that the occupational
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structure affects the family, which provides the manpower for the 
economy.
Gagliani (1981) maintains that the division between manual and 
nonmanual is still meaningful. The most important portion of his 
argument is that there are non-compensating differentials between the 
manual and nonmanual divisions which are connected to the social 
division of labor. These include such factors as working conditions, 
status, prestige, job tenure and other differences apparent between 
the working and middle-classes. Furthermore, Gagliani has stated that 
the nonmanual occupations have increased in two directions, at the 
top-level and the lower-level. The lower-level increase is for "non­
blessed" entrants into the labor force such as women and upwardly 
mobile children of the manual families (sex not specified). The top 
level remains open to only those who have traditionally held those 
positions.
Giddens (1973), Parkin (1979) and Gagliani (1981) also make 
assumptions about the occupants of those positions labeled "middle- 
class." Indeed, the contested areas in late capitalism are the
service and clerical positions which form the gray area between the
middle and working classes. The neo-Weberians label these occupations 
as middle-class. However, their jobs and their rewards are less 
lucrative than the highly skilled jobs of the working class. Not 
surprisingly, this gray area is primarily filled with women and 
sometimes minorities. It is because of individuals in those positions
that this discussion is so necessary to this study.
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Those that claim the distinction between manual and nonmanual
labor remains vital deal with women in a very confusing manner. First
of all, Giddens states (1973):
The fact that most of the occupations in question have 
become dominated by women workers probably acts to 
solidify as much as to dissolve the buffer zone between
the working and middle classes, and certainly must lead
us to reject any of the more sweeping assertions about 
the proletarianization of the lower-levels of the white- 
collar sector (p. 288).
Giddens also states that women's positions in the labor force are not
important; they are, to him, largely peripheral to the class system,
or expressed differently, women are in a sense the "underclass" of the
white-collar sector (1973:288). As West (1978) points out, there is a
contradiction here. Are women peripheral to the class system because
they are the underclass of the white-collar sector or are they the
underclass of the white-collar sector because they are peripheral to
the class system? Furthermore, it would seem that the position of
"buffer" between the white-collar and working classes is an important
position. Yet for Giddens and others, these positions are deemed
less significant because women occupy them.
Gagliani (1981) solves the problem of women in these positions in
much the same way as Giddens. He believes the labor market has
permitted women to enter into these positions:
Women and other disadvantaged groups (but relatively few 
blacks and few immigrants, as these are kept in the 
manual domain) have increasingly been hired to fill 
clerical and sales posts at salaries lower than the 
highest manual wages, which mainly accrue to males. This 
process has simultaneously lowered the gap between average 
manual and non-manual pay and allowed more women in the 
labor force (p. 269).
Women are grouped with minority groups and youth who are allowed into
the labor force. Gagliani refers to this process as the feminization
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of occupations and therefore, has little to do with the occupational 
structure. The pay differences between manual and nonmanual (lower- 
level) positions are outweighed by the other differences between the 
manual and nonmanual world. In other words, these positions are not 
important because women occupy them.
In the most current literature, the manual/nonmanual distinction 
is still viewed as consequential. Gagliani (.1981), Kahl (1957) and 
Breiger (1981) have in common the same assumptions mentioned 
earlier —  occupations are the most necessary criterion for 
stratification. Form (1982) also seems to be referring to the 
simplistic division between manual and nonmanual labor in his work on 
the self-employed blue-collar occupations, occupied almost exclusively 
by men. Not surprisingly, he finds that these men may have 
differences with manual employees that, in his words, "destabilize" 
working class loyalities. However, it is the position that women 
occupy that currently takes on new significance. It is because of 
these "buffer" positions that have been feminized that I have chosen 
to examine the women's labor force participation.
In Braverman's analysis, women are not peripheral to the class 
system. Braverman argues that a de-skilling process has caused 
part of the change in the occupational structure. "The. production 
units operate like a hand, watched, corrected and controlled by a 
distant brain" (1974:125). This production process operates not only 
in a manual world, but also in the white-collar occupations as well. 
Also, there has been a trend of more men being moved into the surplus 
labor force while more women are pulled into the work force.
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The logical culmination of these trends is an equaliza­
tion of the labor force participation rates between men 
and women and the stabilization of a uniform rate for 
the population as a whole —  in other words, the trans­
formation of as much as one-third or more of the male 
population into a reserve army of labor, along with a 
similar part of the female population (1974:392).
Even though Giddens (1977), Parkin (1970) and Gagliani (1981) have 
shown that women are allowed into the labor force in increasing 
numbers, none have made Braverman's connection —  that there is a 
relation between women occupying certain positions and the kinds and 
numbers of jobs available to men.
Women are entering the labor force in greater numbers and taking 
generally low-paid positions that, to Braverman, could be considered
part of the working class. Braverman examines closely some of the
occupations that are now traditionally held by women (pink-collar 
labor). The clerical jobs of the nineteenth century that were 
principally held by men are not the same as those held by women today. 
Clerical jobs have consistently been directed by Taylorism, a manage­
ment process that increases the de-skiiling of work. The clerical 
occupations now dominated by women have, to Braverman, the flavor of 
the factory.
Here the productive processes of society disappear into
a stream of paper —  a stream of paper, moreover, which
is processed in a continuous flow like that: of the 
canner, the meatpacking line, the car assembly conveyor, 
by workers organized in much the same way (Braverman,
1974:300).
Braverman and others make a case for placing unskilled service workers 
and clerical positions in the working class, claiming that it is their 
relation to production in these occupations that place them there.
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There is evidence that occupation and class reflect different 
areas. Kalleberg and Griffin (1980) express this position in their 
study on class, occupation and job rewards. They found that class and 
occupation express two distinctly different concepts with different 
outcomes for each. In some senses, Robinson and Kelly's work (1979) 
also shows that using occupational status criteria and social class 
criteria reflect different aspects of the stratification system.
The technical division of labor is an important criterion for 
class analysis. It would appear that by making the lower-level, non- 
manual workers the buffer between two classes, much is lost in the 
analysis. If, on the other hand, it is recognized that women entering 
the labor force in greater numbers than ever before constitutes a 
historical change in the labor force, then these positions take on a 
new meaning. What purpose do these positions really serve and what 
relations do they have to other classes? Incorporating the division 
of labor into class analysis is important. Nonetheless, it is only 
one criterion that reflects the changes in an individual's relation to 
the means of production.
Authority Relations. The second classification of production is 
authority relations. This aspect, of production has taken on new 
importance in the last several decades. Authority relations in pro­
duction have several meanings. Dahrendorf's (1959) work can be seen 
as the primary extension of the Weberian understanding of authority 
relations, and their subsequent incorporation into relations within 
production. Also, authority relations, as expressed in types of
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control can be seen in the later work of Edwards (1979). Furthermore, 
Albert and Hahnel (1979) have described authority relations as one. of 
their core characteristics in American society.
Dahrendorf (1959) was one of the first contemporary theorists to 
examine the importance of authority relations. He attacked the pre­
vailing perspective of structural-functionalism by stating that con­
flict was a pervasive characteristic of society at any given time.
For Dahrendorf, conflict was as integral to society as any mechanism 
that worked towards equilibrium. Dahrendorf first wrote at a time 
when structural-functionalism was dominant in American sociology. His 
work, then, became a major departure from the work of Parsons and 
others. Instead of emphasizing the consensual nature of the society,
he stressed the differences —  i.e. conflict. In many ways, he viewed
authority in the same manner as Parsons, as legitimate power. But, he 
stated that authority is a source for conflict, not for integration. 
Moreover, his differences with the structural-functionalists arose out 
of his conception of class and its influence.
Yet, his interest in conflict led him, in his work Class and 
Class Conflict in Industrial Society, to view classes in a much 
different way than Marx.
...classes are social conflict groups the determinant
(sic) of which can be found in the participation in or
exclusion from the exercise of authority within any
imperatively coordinated association. Tn this sense, 
classes differ from other conflict groups which rest 
on religious, ethnic, or .legal differences...
(Dahrendorf, 1959:38).
Moreover, he states that by defining classes by relations of
authority, it is clear that economic, classes are but a special case of
the phenomenon of class. Again, he expands this view:
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Furthermore, even within the sphere of industrial pro­
duction it is not really economic factors that give 
rise to class formation, but a certain type of social 
relations which we have tried to comprehend in the 
notion of authority. Classes are neither primarily 
nor at all economic groups (1959:139).
It is this definition that so sharply contrasts with Marx's work. 
Classes to Dahrendorf are based on authority relations, not the 
relations of production. Even though Dahrendorf refers to the more 
subjective elements of class, the interest groups that form are never 
clearly defined. Authority relations can exist anywhere, even outside 
the realm of production. They appear as ideas that have little to do 
with the material world.
Dahrendorf developed two kinds of classes, the command classes, 
consisting of those who exercise authority regardless of whether they 
are subject to it themselves and the obey classes, who are subject to 
authority and exercise none themselves. The obey classes are super­
vised and they do not, themselves, supervise anyone. To Dahrendorf, 
they are classless individuals, those who do not supervise anyone and 
are not supervised. Like Marx within the realm of production, 
Dahrendorf felt that those in command classes had a vested interest in 
maintaining their authority positions, thus conflict was built into 
this structural arrangement whereby some had authority and some did 
not.
Wright (1980) states that Dahrendorf is basing class relations of 
power on a particular technical organization of production. To Wright 
and others who have operationalized class from a perspective within 
production relations, authority is not the only basis for class 
divisions. Furthermore, those divisions of power relations based on
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the technical division of labor omit the most necessary reason for 
class divisions —  exploitation. Dahrendorf's scheme has little room 
for the material basis of authority relations.
Finally, Robinson and Kelly (1979) compared the Marxian and the 
Dahrendorfian position on classes in both Great Britain and the United 
States. They found that the authority structure was much more 
fragmented than the dichotomized picture that Dahrendorf painted.
There are, in fact, levels of authority in the workplace; some people 
have more power than others and hence their relationship to obey 
classes is different.
Of course, authority relations have begun to play an increasingly 
vital role in defining the work process in bureaucratized, industrial 
society. Robinson and Kelly state that Wright's inclusion of super­
visory positions is clearly an attempt to merge Dahrendorf's position 
with Marx's. Also, Edwards (1979) discusses the different types of 
control that the workers are subjected to in different segments of the 
labor market (bureaucratic control being one of his types). Although 
control and authority are not necessarily synonymous terms, they seem 
to reflect the same sense that what happens in the workplace is 
important to class relations. Albert and Hahnel (1978) use authority 
as one of their core characteristics —  the others being race, sex and 
class. They state that authority is pervasive and exploitative in our 
society where nearly all of our institutions have a hierarchical 
basis.
Authority relations are also unique for women in this society. 
Because women are influenced by their dual role in society, in the 
home and in the workplace, they are only occasionally in the dominant
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position in authority relations. Instead, as Albert and Hahnel 
illustrate, class, sex, authority and race can have effects 
simultaneously. For women, this is a particular form characterized by 
patriarchal relations.
Patriarchy assumes that men have the dominant position in the 
home (see Hartman, 1981 and Sokoloff, 1980, for a further 
explanation). This historical domination is also found in the 
workplace. Women are less often managers and supervisors than men 
(Wright, 1982). It is much easier to measure authority relations in 
the workplace than in the home. However, in this study, women’s 
position in both is taken into account. Authority relations are 
examined in this study as one aspect of production. The authority 
relations discussed in this study are directly linked to the material 
conditions of the workers in the labor force.
Exploitation. Finally, the last criterion within production is
exploitation, a characteristic that is exclusively Marxian. However,
it is probably the most poorly defined. As Wright states:
Exploitation within Marxist theory denotes a relation 
of domination within which the people in the dominant 
position are able to appropriate the surplus labor of 
people within the subordinate position (1979:5).
He further states that the "initial task of an analysis of class
structure is to understand the social mechanism by which surplus labor
is appropriated" (1979:15). Exploitation is not based on authority or
the division of labor alone, hut rather on who is appropriating the
surplus labor of the other. To appropriate surplus labor assumes that
the accumulation of capital (as stored labor) is also occurring.
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Exploitation appears, then, to be the term that encompasses all other 
relations to the means of production.
Exploitation, also, includes mechanisms both inside and outside 
the mode of production. Przeworski (1977) states that the form of the 
surplus labor supply (composed of young people, women and minorities) 
is not governed by the laws of production; it occurs outside the realm 
of production. This has a direct relation to women entering the labor 
force and their exploitation in the home and in the workplace. As 
Albert and Hahnel state, sexism and classism operate in relation to 
each other. This suggests that the exploitation experienced by women 
(Sokoloff, 1980) cannot be identified by one criterion, but must be 
understood within the relations of both patriarchy and capitalism.
Exploitation, therefore, should be seen as the combination of 
both the authority relations and the division of labor in class 
relations and how they work together to appropriate the surplus labor 
of the worker. Also, exploitation is defined by the social mechanisms 
that aid in this appropriation, mechanisms that take many forms in a 
complex social world.
Wright '_s Class Model
For this study, the main method of operationalizing class is 
Wright's. To Wright (1976), the present day Marxian definition of 
class is described in the following ways. First of all, classes 
constitute positions and these positions exist within relations of 
production. Secondly, class relations are contradictory and these 
contradictory relations are located within production. Furthermore, 
he states that all class positions are intrinsically contradictory
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because they are in naturally antagonistic social relations with each 
other. However, some positions have doubly contradictory locations —  
that is, they represent positions which are torn between the basic 
contradictory class relations of capitalist society.
Drawing from Wright's model, there are three "interdependent 
dimensions to class relations," which continue to add up to the 
exploitation of the worker:
1. Social relations of control over money capital, i.e. 
control over the flow of investments and the 
accumulation process, or alternatively, control over 
how much is produced and what is produced.
2. Social relations of control over physical capital,
i.e. control over the use of the physical means of 
production, or control over how things are produced.
3. Social relations of authority, i.e. control over 
supervision and discipline within the labor pro­
cess (1979:24).
Using these criteria, there are three main classes: Bourgeoisie,
Proletariat, and Petty Bourgeoisie. Figure 2, below, illustrates how 
these criteria define the three major classes.
Figure 2. Basic Positions Within Class Relations
PROCESSES UNDERLYING CLASS RELATIONS
Economic Ownership Possession
Control over 
investments and 
the accumulation 
process
Control over 
the physical 
means of 
production
Control over 
the labor 
power of 
others
BOURGEOISIE + + +
PROLETARIAT
PETTY
BOURGEOISIE 4-
55
There are also classes that occupy contradictory locations 
because they do not fit exactly the three major classes outlined 
above. Wright suggests that three clusters of these contradictory 
positions are important (see Figure 3).
1. Managers and supervisors occupy a contradictory 
location between the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat;
2. Semi-autonomous employees who retain relatively high 
levels of control over their immediate labor pro­
cess occupy a contradictory location between the 
working class and the petty bourgeoisie;
3. Small employers occupy a contradictory location 
between the bourgeoisie and the petty bourgeoisie 
(1976:26).
It was not until his last study (1982) that Wright was able to measure 
completely all the contradictory locations. This study, like some of 
his earlier works, only allows for measuring the managers and super­
visors as contradictory positions.
A number of the issues discussed in Chapter One fit within 
Wright’s typology: the division between mental and manual labor,
occupation as a measure of class, and authority relations. The 
typology leaves unanswered, however, other concerns in class analysis. 
These include, for example, the relationship between productive and 
unproductive labor, class defined by head of household (primarily 
male), individual versus family class, membership in the class 
structure and how that is determined, and how all of these issues 
might be linked to class consciousness. Class structure can be seen 
as a puzzle and each of these issues can make the puzzle come together 
in different and varying ways.
Figure 3. Wright's Model of the Class Structure (Source: Wright, 1980:331)
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The Working Class in Late Capitalism
The working class is central to the conceptual conflict over 
class analysis. The debate quite clearly lies within the division of 
labor in the means of production. In an earlier section, these issues 
were outlined. To briefly review, Gagliani (1981) and others argue 
that the lower-layer of the nonmanual workers belong in the 
middle-class while Braverman (1974), Wright (1976), and Szymanski 
(1983) place these occupations in the working class. This is a 
paradigmatic debate —  Giddens (1977) defines class by occupation 
while Wright (1976) explicitly defines class by the relations to the 
means of production and warns against confusing it with occupation.
Clearly, Marxian scholars do not agree on what specifically con­
stitutes the working class. Poulantzas (1975) states that the working 
class is composed of only those workers who are manually employed and 
create surplus value. This leaves the working class composed of less 
than twenty percent of the population. Other Marxist definitions 
assign to the working class everyone who is paid by wage or salary. 
This distinction makes the working class almost the whole of the 
population. Szymanski (1983), using traditional occupational and 
industrial divisions, assigns 70% of the labor force (and their 
families) to the working class. Wright's criteria, taking into 
account his contradictory positions, places about 46% of the 
population into the working class. And these are not just semantical 
differences, they are distinctions in understanding the historical 
formation of the class structure.
In this study, we began with Wright's method of defining the 
class structure. It is, of all the other choices, the most
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theoretically and analytically elegant. Wright’s model does not 
include occupation as a criterion. Therefore, an individual's 
relation to the means of production is defined by control, of labor 
power, control over physical capital and control over money capital.
This differs quite obviously from the neo-Weberians' position which 
stresses occupation. It is also different from Poulantzas who uses 
the manual/nonmanual division in much the same way as the Weberians.
Wright's definition is also more concise than Szymanski's, who 
combines the following measures: skill-level, economic sector, type
of employer and type of labor. These measurements combine in a rather 
tentative fashion the nations of both Weberians and Marxists and 
expand the working class to seventy percent of the population. The 
method that Wright uses to define the working class is closest to 
Marx. Wright states that because of the contradictory positions, the 
working class is not static —  it changes. What has happened is that 
women and minorities have come to dominate the working class. This, 
as the next section shows, is a qualitative change in the labor force, 
a change that has not been conceptualized successfully. Wright places 
women in the working class, but does not consider or measure their 
class relations in the family.
In many ways the working class is the mediator of the rest of the 
class structure. The working class reflects the issues that 
characterize the boundary problem. If Wright's latest criteria are 
defensible and women and minorities dominate the working class popula­
tions, then these groups, especially women, are essential to any- 
understanding of the class structure. There are, however, other 
issues that need to be included in any class study. Like the division
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of labor, authority relations and exploitation, they may turn out to 
be necessary factors in a comprehensive class analysis. These 
additional issues, barely mentioned by Wright, are: 1) economic
sectors; 2) class relations outside the sphere of production; and 3) 
the debate concerning productive and unproductive labor. Because 
sector analysis has been generally included in later class studies, it 
is discussed first.
Structural Variables: Class and Economic Sector
Economic sector has recently been included in stratification
studies (see Lord and Falk, 1980; Beck, Horan and Tolbert, 1978; and
Kallerberg, Wallace and Althauser, 1981, for examples of this
research). The use of this structural variable in this study arises
from the earlier work describing monopoly capital. Throughout this
study, the concept of monopoly capital has been used Ttfithout precise
definition. This term refers to a particular stage of economic
development in which fewer and fewer firms come to dominate industrial
sectors of the economy. As Baran and Sweezy (1966) state:
Today the typical economic unit in the capitalist world 
is not the small firm producing a negligible fraction 
of a homogeneous output for an anonymous market, but a 
large-scale enterprise producing a significant share of 
the output of an industry, or even several industries 
and able to control its prices, the volume of its pro­
duction, and the types and amounts of its investments.
It is therefore impermissible to ignore monopoly in 
constructing our model of the economy and to go on 
treating competition as the general case (p. 6).
O’Connor (1973) develops this theory even more by suggesting that 
there are three economic sectors: the monopoly sector, the com­
petitive sector and a state sector. All three are useful for the 
current study. The competitive sector is usually in services and
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distribution and employs roughly one-third of the U.S. labor force.
It is characterized by high labor intensity, production on a small 
scale and markets which are normally local or regional in scope. 
Because of the low ratios of capital to labor, wages are low and there 
is a tendency toward overcrowding. Pricing, too, is much more 
dependent on the functions of supply and demand than monopoly sectors. 
Employment in the competitive sector tends to be relatively low paid 
and casual, temporary or seasonal. The economic returns to the worker 
are low; as O'Connor states "workers are condemned to relative 
material impoverishment" (O'Connor, 1973:14).
In contrast, the monopoly sector is capital intensive; labor is 
often organized and skilled; wages are high; the markets are both 
national and international; and growth happens not because of 
increases in employment but because, of growth in technical areas and 
in capital. The demand for labor is relatively stable and work is on 
a full-time, year-round basis.
The state sector is less easily classified and seems to have 
characteristics of both of the other two sectors. The state sector is 
characterized by two different categories: production of goods and
services organized by the state itself and production organized by 
industries under contract with the state. O'Connor estimates almost 
one-third of all U.S. workers may be involved in some state employ­
ment. State employment grows like the competitive sector, mainly on 
increased employment. The demand for labor in the sector, although 
relatively stable, is subject to political shifts.
Tolbert, et. al. (1980) have operationalized the monopoly and 
competitive sectors by three categories: 1) oligopolistic behavior in
the industrial product market; 2) the capacity for oligopoly in an 
industry; and 3) oligopolistic behavior in the industrial labor 
market. As Coverman (1983) has done, the state sector for this study 
will be combined in the analysis with the competitive sector. This i 
especially relevant for women, because women are often located in 
marginal, white-collar jobs in state services.
Earlier in this chapter, Braverman's (1974) analysis was used to
show that the middle layer of occupations belongs in the working
class. Braverman refers to this as the increasing detailed division 
of labor. The growth and the change in the clerical and service 
occupations has also been accompanied by these jobs becoming less 
skilled.
Women are often found in the competitive sector that has
occupations low in complexity, low in autonomy, high in
supervision, low in educational and training requirements 
as measured by the functional nature of the work rather 
than the educational attainment of the incumbents, and, 
above all low paid. In short, increased female employ­
ment is due to much more than to simply the growth of 
women's jobs —  or the stability of occupational segrega­
tion and tradition. Rather, it is more so due to the 
growth of de-skilled, low-wage jobs, lacking authority, 
supervision, and control, all of which is in the interest 
of capital in the development of the monopoly phase 
(Sokoloff, 1980:192, emphasis added).
To Edwards (1979), the development of capitalism has fractured 
rather than unified the working class. The working class is 
characterized by three groups that exist in three separate labor 
markets. The working poor are those who exist predominantly in the 
secondary labor market —  where casual low-pay and underemployment is 
the norm. Women and minorities compose the majority of these workers 
Secondly, there is the traditional proletariat —  those involved in 
the subordinate primary market, usually union, high-wage, and
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relatively stable jobs. Also, there is what others have called the 
new working class —  the middle layers that are, by Wright's and 
Edwards' definition, part of the new working class (nonmanual).
Edwards calls these middle layers the independent primary market, 
characterized by high-tech, career oriented positions. These 
fractions have resulted in what Gordon et. al. 0  982) have 
characterized as the segmentation of the working class. To Gordon, 
the current division in the U.S. working class came about because of 
the character and effects of labor segmentation, of structural and 
qualitative differences in the jobs and labor markets through which 
workers secured their livelihood. In other words, through a 
historical process, the working class has taken on divisions which 
have led to its present form.
While economic sector is an important concept in any study in 
stratification, the following two issues are less often included in 
stratification studies or discussed in class analysis. In order for 
the class picture to be more theoretically complete, they are brought 
into the discussion here.
Glass Relations Outside the Sphere of Product!on
Although the technical division of labor, both by authority 
relations and occupational criteria provide a certain picture of the 
class structure, there are other criteria that are just as necessary 
to the development of the class structure. In this section two are 
discussed: 1) class relations outside of production and 2) productive
and unproductive labor. These two topics are reviewed together 
because they are part of the same larger issue —  the class structure 
defined by concentrating on the people in the labor force.
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It can be argued that only those actively in the labor force _con-
stitute the class structure (Cutler, 1977). In fact, most studies
automatically narrow their population to those in the labor force
thereby ignoring half the population of this society (Przeworski).
The question, of course, is do people outside production relations
have a class? Or, are they merely peripheral to the class structure?
If they cannot be counted in the class structure, how do we interpret
the findings of class analysis? As Marx so skillfully observed, class
analysis, if meaningful, is more than just a way to determine economic
outcomes, it is also a way to view the political, ideological and
reproductive relations of a society. In order to do that, it requires
that the whole population be discussed, rather than just those in the
labor force. Wright also includes in his class map those positions
which have indirect relations to production. His complete class
framework is comprised of:
a) those positions within production relations which 
define the basic class locations (bourgeoisie, 
proletariat, petty bourgeoisie); b) those positions 
outside of the sphere of production which are linked 
to basic class locations; c) those positions within 
production relations which define contradictory 
locations within class relations (managers, semi- 
autonomous employees, small employers); d) those 
positions outside of the sphere of production which 
are linked to contradictory locations (1979:55).
This particular class map includes some categories that are
usually excluded from the labor force: housewives, students, retired,
unemployed and temporarily unemployed individuals. How might we best
include these categories of individuals in the labor force?
Przeworski (1977) assumes they must be included:
Class analysis cannot be limited to those people who 
occupy places within the system of production. It is
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a necessary consequence of capitalist development that 
some quantity of the socially available labor power 
does not find productive employment. This surplus labor 
power may become socially organized in a number of 
different forms. These forms are not determined by the 
process of accumulation but directly by class struggle 
(1977:344).
To Przeworski, the process whereby classes are formed is directly 
connected to the processes or organization of surplus labor. Surplus 
labor power, because it is not in production, is not formed by the 
process of accumulation but by the class struggle.
For the most part, little attention has been given to those 
positions outside of production relations. Wright (1979) and Bertaux 
(1977) have developed a scheme to classify some of the positions that 
are not directly determined by relations to reproduction. For 
example, not included in the "productive" labor force are students and 
retirees. But Bertaux (1977) states that both students and pensioners 
have class trajectories —  a life-time structure of positions through 
which an individual passes in a work career. Students are in a 
pre-class position while pensioners have post-class locations. But, 
both have a class-trajectory. In consequence, they have had, to 
Bertaux and Wright, an identifiable class position.
Not surprisingly, though, the most difficult positions to 
categorize are those that are primarily occupied by women. A large 
segment of that population (not in the labor force) are the 
unemployed, welfare recipients and disabled. They might be considered 
to have "interrupted" class trajectories in a similar way as students 
and retirees. Moreover, their class relations are necessarily vague 
and diverse. More and more, though, this group of the poor will only 
include women and children (see Cloward, 1980 and Pearce, 1980).
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The final category and probably the largest is housewives. There 
has been wide disagreement concerning what to do, not only with the 
position of housewife, but also in analyzing the labor that they 
expend. With housewives, then, there are two issues: how is she
included in the class system and how is her labor measured? First of 
all, women were traditionally identified with their husbands’ 
positions in the labor force —  if her husband was working class, she 
was working class. The only way of determining a family's class 
placement was to examine the class location of the husband (Hill, 
1981:92). This argument assumed that a woman did not have a class 
position of her own. This became increasingly inaccurate as women 
(married, especially) entered the labor force in increasing numbers 
(see Figure 4). Do women, then, have a (latent) class position of 
their own, or two positions (their own and their husbands)? Parkin 
(1972:15) answers these questions by stating that women might share 
certain attributes because of their sex, but "their claims over 
resources are not primarily determined by their own occupation, but 
more commonly of their fathers or husbands". It appears that in much 
stratification research, the woman problem is resolved by stating that 
no matter what the wife does, her class position is derived from her 
husband! For housewives, especially, their class position is largely 
invisible and unmeasurable in present class analysis. The following 
section speculates on the value of housewives' labor.
Productive and Unproductive Relations
Poulantzas (1975) is one of the few Marxist theorists who 
identifies productive and unproductive labor as criteria for class
Figure 4. The Movement of Women out of the Domestic Sphere, 1900, 1960, 1980 (Source: Matthael, 1982:283)
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structure. For him, productive labor is essentially that labor which
produces surplus value. Using his definition, the working class is
only that population that is manual and produces surplus value. This
particular definition constricts the working class immensely.
Braverman, however, uses the definition of unproductive labor with
much different consequences:
Labor may thus be unproductive simply because it takes 
place outside the capitalist mode of production, or 
because while taking place within, it is used by the 
capitalist, in his drive for accumulation, for unpro­
ductive rather than productive functions. And it is 
now clear that while unproductive labor has declined 
outside the grasp of capital, it has increased within 
its ambit (1974:415).
To Braverman, the distinction between productive and unproductive 
labor is not as important or as distinct as during Marx's time when 
there were many more remnants of the feudal system. Today, even 
though there is unproductive labor, it is rather indistinguishable 
from productive labor. O'Connor (1975) holds the same view, although 
he is more interested in how productive labor is both productive and 
unproductive at the same time. He sees a dialectical character of 
labor that is important to discuss. Wright. (1979), too, feels that 
the distinction often clouds the issue because it is really not a con­
sideration in late capitalism.
However, there is one area of unproductive labor that is 
particularly important, and largely ignored —  domestic labor. With 
students and pensioners, there is an assumption of future paid labor 
or past paid labor. But, with housewives, there are no such 
assumptions. On the contrary, there has been a belief that this 
unpaid labor is not valuable, or simply not measurable. Early
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feminists held two positions on housework: some viewed women's home
labor as outside market production or 2) others rejected the idea that 
women's work is unproductive and instead stressed a broader conception 
of production including both public and private domains (Sokoloff, 
1980). This latter view led to the belief that women should be paid 
for their labor in the home, and studies were completed on what it. 
would cost to hire a paid individual(s) to do this job. But dis­
agreements about the value of women's work in the home persist. 
Ehrenreich (1983) argues that the woman's role as housewife no longer 
holds the same attraction for men. In fact, single men willingly pay 
for what is "free" (housewives) for married men. Although these 
issues are important in looking at housework, they all fail to 
identify what the consequences of this labor are to women.
First of all, housework is just that, it has use-value in the 
home. Yet, as an indirect relation _to production and a direct 
relation to the reproduction of the class structure, the domestic 
labor performed by the housewife is important to the structure of our 
society. Domestic labor is not an ahistorical phenomenon; it has a 
specific history of its own (Oakley, 1974). It has been virtually 
ignored by those who look at labor in a capitalist society. Like 
women's labor in the workforce, women as unpaid domestic laborers are 
not counted either. Domestic labor, in this study, is conceptualized 
as labor outside of the relations of production, but having a direct 
connection to paid-labor. Housework then is seen as a necessary 
component that has an effect on the wage-labor of all classes, 
especially the working class. As a first analytical step, only the 
housework activities of employed women are considered in this study.
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Women in the Class Structure
In this chapter, six criteria for defining class have been 
reviewed. These issues —  the division of labor, authority relations, 
exploitation, economic sector, relations outside the sphere of pro­
duction and productive/unproductive labor —  are all critical to 
resolving the issue of the boundary problem in the working class.
As discussed above, one of the major problematic areas of the boundary 
problem is the issue of what to do with women. The social sciences 
have attempted to settle the "women problem" in a variety of ways, 
many of which (as discussed earlier) merely reinforce the invisibility 
of women in the class structure. In this section, the issues 
surrounding women in the stratification system are elaborated.
As I have shown, in some of the mainline sociological literature, 
there is a sexism in sociology that pervades many facets of the
science (Oakley, 1974). Before discussing a perspective that includes
women, it is necessary to examine this sexism further.
Oakley (1974) identifies three testable (but in practice, 
untested) assumptions that stratification researchers use to approach 
the study of society:
1) the family is the unit of stratification
2) the social position of the family is determined by
the status of the man in it
3) only in rare circumstances is the social position
of women not determined by that of the men to 
whom they are attached by marriage and family 
of origin (1974:9).
What happens to the picture of the labor force and the home when these 
assumptions are in place? First of all, men appear to be over­
whelmingly in the primary labor market —  stable jobs, with 
identifiable career ladders. Secondly, the family and the man's place
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in the labor market are seen as separate unconnected spheres —  one 
has no influence on the other. Yet, what this also implies is that 
the family-wage theory is intact: one wage can support a family, and
everyone belongs to a family with spouses, children, etc. However, 
women and men who both work may not share the same class or status; 
their relationship to production may be much different. Table 1 shows 
how in Britain, using occupational differences, husbands and wives do 
not very often share the same occupations (except in the case of non- 
manual skilled labor).
Furthermore, two major changes in labor force composition are 
significant. First, the industrial base is changing rapidly 
(Bluestone, 1983). Heavy industries are being replaced with service 
industries and the re-tooling of old industries is not taking place. 
Secondly, women are entering the labor force in increasing numbers and 
they are not taking men's jobs; rather they are filling their own 
places. Appelbaum (1978) states that economists have not been able to 
predict women's labor force participation correctly since World War 
II. Economists expected, with the rise of real-wages for men, that
more and more women could continue or initially choose to stay home.
Instead, women have joined the labor force. She states that this 
violates two widely held assumptions. The first assumption is that 
the. requirements of business and industry for labor could largely be 
met out of the available pool of male workers. A second assumption is 
that men could still be responsible for the family-wage. Therefore, 
the one-earner family has been and continues to be the base for which
most research on families and class is concentrated.
Table 1. Married couples with both partners economically active, by social class of husband and wife 
(Source: Oakley, 1974:10)
Husbands 
social class
Percentage of wives whose social class is 
different from husbands
I 93.8
II 66.2
III non-manual 48.7
III manual 87.8
IV 63. 5
V 77.6
(Adapted from 1971 Census, one per cent sample, Summary Tables, Great Britain, Table 36.)
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These occurrences and the rise of feminism have forced social 
scientists to begin to re-examine the role of women in society. Many 
attempts have been made to theoretical.!y categorize women's role(s). 
There are, of course, studies within traditional sociology that 
measure women's attainment in the work place. Trieman and Terrell 
(1975), for example, found that educational and occupational attain­
ment for men and women follow the same pattern, but women earn much 
less than men (about half). Also, married women earn less than single 
women. They conclude that there is a "complex interaction between 
norms governing sex role and family relationships and institutional 
arrangements governing occupational opportunities and rewards for 
women" (1975: 198). Very often this complex interaction is only 
mentioned and never explored. Here, in other status attainment 
research, women's occupational behavior and rewards are seen as 
individual attributes brought to the labor market.
Huber and Spitze (1983) did an extensive study of working wives 
and husbands. Using four major independent variables —  mortality, 
education, fertility and women's labor force participation —  they 
found woman's labor force participation was the single most important 
factor in "differentiating traditional sex-role attitudes and 
behaviors" (p. 214). The Huber and Spitze findings are not surprising 
because women's labor force participation has changed so drastically 
in the last twenty years. They note that discrimination is still 
wide-spread for women, and housework, as an intervening variable, 
inhibits women's abilities to reach the higher ranks of the career 
ladder.
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Sokoloff (1980) mentions another theoretical method that falls 
into the category of mainline sociology, the dual labor market theory. 
Although the dual labor market began primarily as an economic ideal 
type, it has been sucessfully operationalized in the stratification 
literature. Basically, dual labor market theory states that there are 
two labor markets, primary and secondary. The primary market is 
characterized by job stability and career ladders. The secondary 
market is characterized by instability and short or nonexistent 
mobility chains (Sokoloff, 1980:30). Women, in this theory, are 
placed within the secondary markets in particular occupations (the 
pink collar world). (For a complete discussion, see especially 
Gordon, 1972; O'Connor, 1975; and Tolbert, et. al., 1980). Seven out 
of ten employed women in the 1970 U.S. labor force worked in the 
secondary market (Montagana, 1977). Such diverse occupations as 
hairdresser, practical nurse, salesclerk, secretary, etc. are found 
here. The dual labor market theorists' concentration on individual 
labor force characteristics ignores the larger question of why this 
structure has taken place (see Vietorisz and Harrison, 1973 and 
Harrison, 1972). "Dual labor market writers tend to stress the 
description of segmentation in the market with little concern for the 
origins of such segmentation" (Tolbert, et. al., 1980:1086).
Status attainment and segmentation theories only state the 
obvious about the employment of women in this culture -- their rewards 
are much less than those for men. Pearce (1984) has suggested that if 
a black woman who worked full-time, year round, is compared with a 
white man who is unemployed and has been unemployed for some time, the 
rate of poverty is the same for both. Ehrenreich comments: "In other
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words, black women have to work full-time, year round to be in the 
same economic ballpark as white men who don't work at all" (1984:36),
Traditional class studies have done little better in explaining 
class analysis. Garnsey (1978), Oakley (1974) and Haug (1973) have 
shown that in terms of occupational placement (manual/nonmanual 
division), there are significant differences between husbands and 
wives. Yet, as the earlier sections stated, women's labor is hard to 
conceptualize and measure. This led, in many ways, to family class 
(defined as the male class position) as a way to capture women's 
relations to the means of production. What this designation actually 
did, though was to make women invisible. Sokoloff (1980) explains 
that women are an enigma to the labor force. Because they are women 
(i.e., mothers, wives), their employment patterns and class positions 
are not the same as men. This is a deceptively simple answer as we 
shall see. It is, indeed, the phenomenon that women are mothers both 
in the home and in the workplace that determines their rewards in this 
system (Sokoloff, 1980). In a practical sense, this has several con­
sequences ,
A woman's work is compounded by her dual role in society. She is 
a mother, wife and worker; and, the traditional roles for the first 
two are still part of her life in addition to her role in the labor 
force. For example, working wives do spend fewer hours on housework 
than full-time housewives; one estimate calculates only nineteen fewer 
hours. However, their whole work week, including work at home, is 
seventy-one hours (Vanek, 1980). By comparison, husbands only spend 
eleven hours on housework, whether their wives work or not. So, the
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image of "supermom" in the seventies could be characterized more aptly 
as superexploited worker.
Moreover, women's labor has a specific, unique historical 
development. In the last decade, there have been several major 
studies about women and work, tracing how and when women entered the 
labor force (see especially, Matthaei, 1982 and Kessler-Harris, 1982). 
These studies reiterated what feminists and others have often noted —  
women have always worked, but they have only recently been paid for 
it. Their labor force participation has changed for several reasons. 
First of all, structural changes have led women —  and for this study, 
especially married women —  into the labor force. Married women are 
often recruited into the labor force during wars, doing men's jobs; 
then, after the men return, women are told that their place is in the 
home (Matthaei, 1982). But, women without men have always had to 
work, and have formed a major part of the low-wage labor force in this 
country. Braverman states that the change in the labor force 
participation by women (regardless of marital status) is one of the 
most profound changes in the class and economic structure. Women are 
found primarily in clerical and service positions which, not 
coincidentally, have less status, command lower wages, and have less 
power. This trend to overcrowding in sex segregated occupations shows 
no signs of slowing (see Oppenheimer, 1970, 1973). Women are entering 
the labor force in greater numbers, to jobs already prescribed for 
them.
Since changes in the labor force are often seen as part of the 
economic structure, social aspects of this relationship may be 
overlooked. This is especially likely in the case of the family and
76
its relationship to the economy. To overlook the family is to over­
look the unit in which certain class-based attitudes and behaviors are 
rooted, where their origins lie. Women, either as unpaid labor or 
low-wage private service workers, reproduce their own labor power and 
the labor power of others by maintaining homes, children, etc.
Sokoloff and others label this the relationship between capital and
patriarchy. As Sokoloff observes, women as mothers help to reproduce 
certain types of workers, children who early-on are socialized for 
certain roles in the labor force (see Gecas, 1980). Families repro­
duce the class structure by rules of endogamy. Finally, women repro­
duce class by their patterns of consumption. Woman in the home and 
man as bread-winner help to legitimize the type of nuclear family 
peculiar to the capitalist system and stabilize the wage-capital 
relations (Petchesky, 1978). Generally, though, while the family does 
play this role, its economic identity is predicated almost exclusively 
on the class position of those in the labor force.
Eichler (1980) has shown how families might have different 
relations to the means of production, by categorizing different types 
of families. First of all, there are those two-wage families whose 
relations to the means of production may be confused. Wright (1982) 
states:
...it may also make sense to treat families as such as 
the basic units of class. This would lead us to
investigate the ways in which families are inserted
into the system of production relations, thus opening 
up the possibilities of families as such being 
inserted in contradictory ways (when spouses 
participate in capitalist production in different 
class positions). This has important implications 
for analyzing the class structure for women (1982:724).
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There is also a problem for Eichler with those families in which there
is only one wage earner. In one-wage families, it is assumed that the
wife's class is identical to the husband's. As has been shown, such
an assumption leaves the whole structure unclear.
Early Marxist-feminists concluded that patriarchal relations were
confined to women's relations in the home, and relations of capital
existed in the marketplace. Even if class relations were reproduced
in the home, patriarchy and class operated in separate spheres.
However, Sokoloff states that patriarchy and class relations operate
in both the home and the workplace; they are influences which are
interwoven with each other.
...it becomes abundantly clear that women's careers 
include both homemaking and working in the labor
market. Any attempt to analyze women's occupational
attainment without fully incorporating her family 
tasks in a patriarchal capitalist society would be 
analyzing less than half the picture (p. 203).
Thus, while this study is foremost a class analysis —  a study of 
the production and reproduction of the class structure, indebted to 
the parameters and definitions begun by Marx, using class analysis as 
a viable tool to represent the class structure —  it is also a class 
analysis that takes seriously the ambiguous position of women. It 
attempts to incorporate the view that women are unique workers in the 
social relation to the means of production and in the reproduction of 
the class structure. Through the. perspective of family class, it is 
hoped the study will identify more clearly women's roles in both 
careers.
Throughout this chapter, I have shown how class analysis has 
developed and how women are seen in the class structure. It is not
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enough to remain in the theoretical realm, this study must attempt to 
deal with the problem in an empirical manner. In order to do this, we 
must first find a way to measure class and to describe its outcomes. 
Throughout this chapter, we have outlined in different ways hox^  the 
boundaries of class(es) might be delineated. Also, we have shown how 
the addition of women to this structure is problematic. Nonetheless, 
we have not shown how this might be measured in an empirical manner. 
The final two sections discuss these probabilities. The next section 
(income) outlines why income might be a suitable dependent variable in 
this study and the final section, (the hypotheses) outlines hox^  the 
theoretical direction is focused on five propositions.
Income (Earnings)
Income, the dependent variable in this study, clearly reflects 
current differences in stratification research. The two major views 
of income determination are those provided by orthodox economists and 
radical economics. Although I adopt the latter viewpoint here, there 
are points that must be considered from the classical viewpoint.
The classical point of view is basically comprised of the 
marginal productivity theory and the human capital theory (Cain,
1975). This theory states that the wage rate of all the laborers will 
be determined by the last person hired. What this means is that the 
firm will continue to hire until the increase in production is less 
than the cost of the last person hired. The second theory of the 
orthodox school is the human capital theory. Although these two 
theories may seem disparate, they have been linked together to reflect 
a view of how a worker receives income. The human capital theory
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basically states that the individual will be paid for what he/she has 
invested to increase his/her productivity (formal education, job 
experience, on the job training, etc.)* In sociology, this is 
reflected in status attainment research, which explicitly examines 
individual investment in education, occupation and other individual 
attributes as they affect income.
In opposition to these individualistic views is the position that 
structural attributes —  such as class position, industry size, labor 
market attributes, union membership, etc. —  determine income. Wright 
argues that class has an effect on income separate from occupational 
status. If one assumes that income is determined by one’s relation­
ship to the means of production, then certainly class as a variable 
must be included in any study of income attainment. And, of course, 
the social relations involved will vary by class position. For 
example, capitalist income is based on both exchange and production 
relations: exchange relations as expressed in monopoly pricing and
other market mechanisms and production relations as expressed in the 
appropriation of surplus value in the labor process. Workers' income 
is in part determined by the exchange value of labor power and by 
production income as social control (Wright, 1976:97). Thus, class 
does have a relation to income that is important to understand.
Wright (1976) states emphatically that income attainment must 
come from theory, from a place that can be interpreted. Income 
attainment for men and women may be the result of different processes. 
Moreover, family income may be analyzed from a family class measure. 
This study attempts to discover how the process of income attainment 
varies by sex and by family. Using, then, income as the dependent
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variable in this study, I turn my attention to the research pro­
positions .
Research Propositions
As stated in Chapter One, the central problem explored in this 
study is how women's positions in the class structure might be best 
understood. Propositions were drawn from the literature and central 
theoretical arguments outlined thus far. It is axiomatic in these 
propositions that the working class has undergone significant changes 
and women are now found predominantly in the working class. Also, 
women in the working class are in nonmanual positions located in the 
competitive sector of the economy. But their economic positions 
cannot be understood without taking into consideration their positions 
in the home as well. Therefore, this study links class with family to 
better understand the position of both women and men in the class 
structure. Tn this way, the study builds on Wright's work and, as he 
suggests, looks at family as well as individual class.
As stated throughout this study, most class measures are 
individual measures, reflecting an individual's relation to the means 
of production. I.e.cause women have joined the labor force in 
increasing numbers, there must be a method that captures their 
experience both in the home and the work place. To do this, I have 
included a family class measure (including both husbands' and wives' 
class positions) which should more accurately show how class positions 
affect women. Theoretically, this provides the opportunity to explore 
how a woman's class position interacts with her husband's. Family 
class is defined as the combination of the husband's and wife's
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relations to the means of production (see Chapter Four for an 
illustration).
We know that class is a significant predictor of income. It is 
independent of other variables and is a more effective predictor for 
men than for women (Wright, 1976; Lord and Falk, 1980). Proposition 
One, then, states that men's individual class positions should be 
better predictors of family income than women's positions. Yet, more 
central for this study is how the addition of the women's class 
positions to a traditional class study might change the effects. 
Therefore, (Proposition Two) combining individual men's positions and 
individual women's class positions in the same model should provide 
better predictions of family incomes than using the male class 
position alone. A family class model that combines mens' and womens' 
class positions into one measure is developed as an interactive term. 
As such, Proposition Three states that the family class variable (an 
interactive term of husband's and wives class position) should be a 
better predictor than individual class positions in the separate 
models. These propositions form the main issues in this study.
Additionally, there are tangential issues to the main pro­
positions that merit inclusion. The most important of these for this 
study is the importance of domestic labor. Domestic labor reflects 
time spent in housework and child-care, thus Proposition Four states 
that domestic labor should have a negative effect on income attain­
ment. It seems plausible to expect that time spent on domestic 
activities is time not spent on other activities, including earning 
income. It. is equally plausible that (Proposition Five) domestic 
labor will have more of a negative effect for women than men since
CHAPTER FOUR
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
This chapter has two sections outlining the methodology and the 
statistical procedures to be used. The first section delineates the 
data that are used and the operationalization of the theoretical con­
cepts. The second section explains the statistical techniques to be 
utilized.
The Data and Sample
The University of Michigan Institute for Social Research has been 
conducting an annual panel study of households across the United 
States since 1968. Data for the current project have been drawn from 
this study, commonly referred to as the "5,000 Families" study, or 
more technically the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). The PSID 
began with predominantly face-to-face interviews, but through the 
years this has been replaced by telephone interviews. Each year, the 
head of the household has been reinterviewed on a variety of topics. 
When individuals leave a family and begin a new household, or when 
families disband, both old and new households are included in the 
study. As a result, the original sample of 5,000 households has grown 
to nearly 6,000 households.
It is the 1976 wave which is of interest in the current study 
because, at that time, heads and wives were asked the same questions 
about employment, education, etc. Also, wives were asked about 
parents' occupations, child-raising and other questions concerning
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their roles in the home. From the total sample, only those who were 
married (in 1976) were included here. This reduced the sample to 
3,275 couples, or 6,550 responses. Because of the different 
analytical objectives of the study, the sample is reduced still 
further including only those married couples in which both husband and 
wife have direct relations to the means of production (in the labor 
force either full-time or part-time). This reduces the family units 
to 1,554 and the individual responses to 3,108. Both black and white 
couples were included.
The original sample was stratified in order to over-sample blacks 
and poor people. As a result, an elaborate system of weights has been 
developed to make the sample approximate a national random sample. 
These weights have been adjusted after the fifth wave (1972) in order 
to compensate for differential nonresponses during the first five 
years of the study. In every year since 1970 the response rate has 
been well over 95%, thus no additional changes in weights were felt to 
be necessary (Wright, 1979:238).*
Operationalization of Theoretical Concepts
This study utilizes several existing analytical schemes and, in 
the models, uses variables from several different theoretical per­
spectives. The first perspective, of course, is Marxian as shown in 
the class models. In light of the emphasis on structure, sector is 
included. Sokoloff (1980) and other feminists have shown the 
importance of domestic labor, which is included. Also, there are some 
variables that are more commonly associated with a human capital 
model. They are included here since they are expected to play a major
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role in the explanation of labor force participation and, conse­
quently, income attainment.
Wright's (1979) criteria for class are used for husbands and 
wives as individuals (see Table 2). As explained earlier, the 
criteria for class divisions remain: 1) ownership of the means of
production; 2) control of the labor power of others; and 3) sale of 
one's own labor power. Empirically, these criteria are met by the 
responses to a series of questions in the PSID data. For example, an 
employer's relation to the means of production is one of ownership. 
Employers are those who are self-employed, employ others, supervise 
others and have a say in the pay and promotion of others. Managers, 
even though they sell their labor power, supervise others and have a 
say in the pay and promotion of others. Because supervisors only sell 
their labor power and control others in the labor force, they have a 
smaller role in the authority heirarchy. Workers sell their labor 
povrer but supervise no one. Members of the Petty Bourgeoisie are 
self-employed, generally supervise no one, and have no paid employees 
(although non-wage, family members may sometimes work with them).
family variable combines the class location of the husband 
and wife into a single variable (as an interactive measure of both 
positions). Wright has mentioned in several works that the way to 
measure the impact of women on the class structure is to place family 
class within the context of both positions for both husband and wife. 
For example, there may possibly be those husbands in the labor force 
who are managers, married to a woman who owns a small shop that 
employs no one. Their class position is a contradictory one —  
husband, manager and wife, petty bourgeoisie (see Table 3). As will
Table 2. Criteria for Class Position in the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (Wright, 1976)
Class Employed Supervise Say in Pay or
Category Self-employed Others Others Promotions Employed
Employers Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Managers No No Yes Yes Yes
Supervisors No No Yes No Yes
Workers No No No No Yes
Petty bourgeoisie Yes No No No No
Table 3. Husbands' Class Positions by Wives' Class Positions: Percentages and Frequencies (in
Parentheses)
Wives' Class 
Owners Managers Supervisors Workers
Petty
Bourgeoisie
Husband's Class
Owners 78.95 (15) 7.45 (7) 3.23 (6) 5.70 (54) 12.82 (5)
Managers 0.00 (0) 23.40 (22) 18.28) (34) 15.42 (146) 20.51 (8)
Supervisors 5.26 (1) 24.47 (23) 20.97 (39) 16.37 (155) 25.64 (10)
Worker 15.79 (3) 40.43 (38) 53.23 (99) 58.82 (557) 30.77 (12)
Petty Bourgeoisie 0.00 (0) 4.26 (4) 4.30 (8) 3. 70 (35) 10.26 (4)
Totals 100.00 (19) 100.00 (94) 100.00 (186) 100.00 (947) 100.00 (39)
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be shown in the statistical section, this involves looking at how this 
family class measure, which could involve up to twenty-five com­
binations, mediates income and education of the individuals in the 
family.
Both the individual class measure and the family class measure 
are operationalized as dummy variables. Some of these possible com­
binations may have few if any families in them. Others, such as those 
which have a wife in the working class, will be much more heavily 
populated.
Sectors of the economy are operationalized following the proce­
dures developed by Tolbert, et. al. (1980). This is especially useful 
in terms of the oligopolistic nature of the economy (referred to, by 
them, as core versus periphery sectors). Tolbert, et al. use three 
criteria: 1) the capacity for oligopoly; 2) oligopolistic behavior in 
the labor market; and 3) oligopolistic behavior in the product market. 
Table 4 shox^ s how the data in the PSID were adapted for the core/ 
periphery dichotomy. While this dichotomous measure does not fit the 
PSID data in the same way as it does census data, the general sectoral 
thesis does remain intact. Economic sector is treated as a dummy 
variable, combining the competitive and state sectors (=1) and 
treating the monopoly sector (=0) by itself. There is a controversy 
concerning whether the state sector more correctly belongs with the 
monopoly or competitive sector. Lord and Falk (1981) placed the state 
with monopoly sector, while Coverman (1983) placed it with the com­
petitive sector. Because this study most closely resembles 
Coverman's, the state sector is placed with the competitive sector.
Table A. Classification of Industry by Economic Sector
Industry
PSID
Code Sector Industry
PSID
Code Sector
Agriculture, Forestry and
Fishing 11 Periphery Construction 51 Core
Mining and Extraction 21 Core Transportation 55 Core
Manufacturing Durables Communication 56 Core
Metal industries 30 Core Other Public Utilities 57 Periphery
Machinery, including
electrical 31 Core Retail Trade 61 Periphery
Motor vehicles and other
transportation equipment 32 Core Wholesale Trade 62 Periphery
Other durables 33 Core
Durables, NA WHAT 34 Periphery Trade, NA 69 Periphery
Manufacturing Nondurables Finance, Insurance,
Real Estate 71 Core
Food and kindred products 40 Core
Tobacco manufacturing 41 Core Repair Service 81 Periphery
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Table 4. Classification of Industry by Economic Sector (con't.)
Industry
PSID
Code Sector Industry
PSID
Code Sector
Manufacturing Nondurables (con't.) Business Service 82 Periphery
Textile mill products Personal Service 83 Periphery
apparel and other
fabricated textile Amusement Recreation
products, and shoes 42 Core Related Services 84 Periphery
Paper and allied products 43 Core
Chemical allied products, Printing, Publishing
petroleum and coal, and Allied Services 85 Core
products, rubber and
misc. plastic products 44 Core Medical and Dental and
Other nondurables 45 Periphery Health Services,
Nondurables, NA WHAT 46 Periphery whether public or
Manufacturing, NA Whether private 86 Core
durable or nondurable 49 Periphery
Government and Armed Serivces 91,92 Educational and Related 
Services other than 
medical or educational 88 Core
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Domestic labor is a variable that is assigned by sex. It is most
accurately defined as: 1) housework; 2) child care; 3) consumption;
4) maintenance of family members' emotional well-being; and 5) status 
reproduction. However, good, documented studies considering these 
measures as a collective group do not exist. Consequently and con­
servatively, I have chosen to follow Coverman's (1983) lead and use 
the reported hours per week of domestic labor and child care. This 
is, as Coverman notes, an incomplete measure of domestic labor as it 
does not utilize the five categories listed above.
The remaining independent variables are quite commonly employed 
in research on income determination. The work experience proxy (as in 
Lord and Falk, 1980 and Beck, 1978) is designed as age minus education 
minus five years. This assumes that all non-education, non-preschool 
time is "work experience" and is used for men in a straightforward 
way. For women, however, another estimate has proven useful. Using 
the equations developed by Beck to estimate female work experience, 
the following procedures were used:
A. White - Ever Married Females:
Experience = 0.5483 (Age - Schooling -5)
B. Non-White - Ever Married Females:
Experience = 0.6164 (Age - Schooling -5).
Because work experience has a nonlinear effect, the square of 
work experience is also included to capture nonlinearity in the 
relationship between experience and incomes (see Mincer, 1974 for 
details).
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Husbands' and wives' education is coded as follows:
0 = Illiterate
1 = Less than 7th grade.
2 = 7th to 9th grade.
3 = Some high school, but did not graduate.
4 = High school graduation or equivalent.
5 = Technical training after high school graduation.
6 = Some college, but did not graduate (at least one
full year).
7 = College graduate (Bachelor's degree).
8 = Graduate or professional degree.
Thus, education is coded as an interval variable. The categories used 
were drawn from the PSID and are much like those found in other social 
science surveys.
Another independent variable is hours worked per week. All 
workers, whether full- or part-time, were included departing from many 
studies which only sampled full-time workers. The sample appears to 
oversample for those employed full-time (35 hours or more per week). 
Labor Bureau statistics for 1976 show that 84.8% of the male labor 
force work full-time; while, in this study, 95.4% of the men work 
full-time. For women, the sample is more accurate —  Labor Bureau 
statistics show 66.3% working full-time, the PSID study 68.74%. The 
average hours worked per week by men in this study is 44.8; Labor 
Bureau statistics show 41.1. For women, the average number of hours 
worked per week is 33.5; Labor Bureau statistics show 34.1 (1977).
The final independent variable is weeks worked per year. This, 
like hours worked per week, aids in standardizing earnings.
Income is the dependent variable of this model and will be 
labeled "Family Earnings." The PSID is rich in data concerning 
income. The variable used in this study combines Husbands' and Wives' 
Taxable Income. As the income frequencies appear not to be skewed,
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the income was left as it was reported —  actual dollars. However, 
the use of hours and weeks worked variables turn the income model into 
an earnings model.
Statistical Analysis
The analysis will test the propositions presented at the end of 
Chapter Three. This is done in an attempt to: 1) show the difference
in the class structure when women are considered members and 2) show 
how the class position of families influences outcomes in income.
The initial propositions concentrate on women in the labor force 
and as potential members of the labor force. The statistic used to 
determine their distribution in the class structure is Chi-square. At 
this level, the analysis simply focuses on the description of the 
class structure and how the distribution differs within and between 
classes and other independent variables..
In order to measure the effect of class on family income, a 
general linear model procedure is used to show the effects of all 
variables on income. The models will be built in the following ways. 
First of all, a model is used reflecting only the control variables of 
both men and women. The second equation adds the male class 
variables. The third model contains the individual class positions 
for men and women and the other independent variables. Finally, the 
fourth model includes individual class measures plus the family class 
model and all the other independent variables. The family class model 
is an interactive variable of male and female class. The joint effect 
of the two corresponds to the notion of family class.
93
Each model first uses independent variables not including class.
Then, each class variable is added to the model in succession, and an
2
increment to R test shows the significance of each addition. Thus, 
the second model containing the male class variable and the other 
independent variables is compared to the original model; the third 
model containing the female class, male class, and other independent 
variables is compared to the second model; and the fourth model con­
taining the family class (or interactive term), female class, male 
class, and other independent variables is compared to the third model.
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FOOTNOTES
There is disagreement surrounding the randomness, thus, the repre­
sentativeness of this sample. Wright (1976) states that the 
response rate for the first two years was not sufficient to be con­
sidered a true random sample of the American population. However, 
in the following years of the study, the response rate was 
excellent. Nonetheless, Wright states that even with the elaborate 
system of weightings used to compensate for differentials, this does 
not make up for the earlier nonrandomness.
On the other hand, Duncan and Morgan (1977) compared the PSID 
study to two other large sample surveys —  Current Population 
Survey and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure 
Survey Series: Interview Survey, 1972 and 1973 —  and found that
the differences in the samples are small enough to be insignificant. 
The only real difference appears to be that there are fewer house­
hold heads 55 to 64 years old and more under 25 than in the other 
two studies.
CHAPTER FIVE 
ANALYSIS OF THE CLASS MODELS
Introduction
In this chapter, the findings and the analysis of the different 
class models are presented. This chapter is organized into four 
sections. The first section details restrictions of the sample. The
second section illustrates how the class model was designed and 
further limited. The third section characterizes the relationship 
between class and the other variables (education, domestic labor, 
race, occupation) in a descriptive manner. In this way, class is 
shown for the most part to have a significant impact on the distri­
bution of these variables. The final section is a test of pro­
positions and hypotheses from the various class models.
Section One. Restriction of the Sample
As stated in Chapter Four, the total sample in the 1976 Wave of
the PSID was 6,000 households. From the total sample, only those who 
were married were included in the study. This reduced the sample to 
3,275 couples. This was further restricted to those families in which 
both members of the family were in the labor force (either part-time
or full-time). As Table 5 illustrates, there is a large discrepancy
between men and women who were labor force participants (81.58 percent 
of the men in the labor force compared to 47.45 percent of the women). 
Therefore, the sample was further restricted to 1,554 couples since 
nearly 53% of the women were not in the labor force.
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Table 5. Employment Status of Husbands and Wives
Men Women
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Working Now 2672 81.588 1554 47.450
Temporarily laid off 47 1.435 26 0.794
Unemployed 110 3.359 103 3.145
Retired 296 9.038 61 1.863
Permanently Disabled 112 3.420 45 1.374
Housewife 0 0 1443 44.061
Student 36 1.099 41 1.252
Other 2 0.061 2 0.061
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Based on the restricted sample, PSID figures parallel those from the 
Department of Labor Statistics. These statistics show that 45% of the 
married women were in the labor force in 1976 versus 81% of the 
married men.
Also, the sample is further restricted by race. For the 
descriptive class analysis and the regression analysis, whites and 
blacks are treated separately. All other differences in total numbers 
reflect missing values for certain variables and differences in labor 
force participation.
Section Two. Description of Class Models
In Chapter Four, we described the manner in which Wright had 
operationalized class. Using the same format, Tables 6, 7, and 8 show 
how women and men in this study are assigned class positions. Table 6 
is the complete model, separated by race. Tables 7 and 8 show the 
other ways in which class was operationalized; these last two tables 
collapse the class categories in several different ways. Table 7 
eliminates from the model the owners and the petty bourgeoisie 
classes, while placing the managers and supervisors in the same class. 
Table 8 collapses all class categories except the workers into one 
class, creating the categories non-workers and workers.
Tables 9, 10, and 11 illustrate why' fhese restrictions were 
necessary. Table 9 shows how the full family model might look for 
blacks and whites. Some of the cells for each group are so small that 
analysis would not be possible. Therefore, the class categories were 
collapsed into two different groups for the two models as shown above. 
Tables 10 and 11 show how these two different class models are
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Table 6. Full Class Model by Race; Percentages and Frequencies (in 
parentheses).
Class
Position
Husbands 
Whites Blacks
Wives
Whites Blacks
Owners 8.75 (79) 3.08 (11) 1.74 (16) .28 (1)
Managers 20.27 (183) 6.16 (22) 8.62 (79) 4.20 (15)
Supervisors 18.05 (163) 15.69 (56) 15.27 (140) 12.61 (45)
Workers 48.17 (435) 72.83 (260) 70.23 (644) 81.51 (291)
Petty
Bourgeoisie 4.76 (43) 2.24 (8) 4.14 (38) 1.40 (5)
Totals 100.0 (903) 100.0 (357) 100.0 (917) 100.0 (357)
Chi-square = 75.822
p = .0001
Phi = .245
Chi-square = 22.357
p = .0002
Phi = .132
women do spend more time on household chores than men. The results 
from testing this last proposition will also show to what degree 
earnings are depressed by domestic labor.
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Table 7. Two Class Model (Managers/Supervisors and Workers) by Race;
Percentages and Frequencies (in parentheses).
Husbands Wives
Class
Position___________ Whites________ Blacks________ Whites________ Blacks
Supervisors/
Managers 44.30 (346) 23.08 (78) 25.38 (219) 17.09 (60)
Workers 55.70 (435) 76.92 (260) 74.62 (644) 82.91 (291)
Totals 100.0 (781) 100.0 (338) 100.0 (863) 100.0 (351)
Chi-square = 45.160
p = .0001
Phi = .201
Chi-square = 9.671
p = .002
Phi = .089
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Table 8. Two Class Model (Non-Workers and Workers) by Race; Per­
centage and Frequencies (in parentheses).
Class
Position
Husbands 
Whites Blacks
Wives 
Whites Blacks
Non­
workers 51.83 (468) 27.17 (97) 29.77 (273) 18.49 (66)
Workers 48.17 (435) 72.83 (260) 70.23 (644) 81.51 (291)
Totals 100.0 (903) 100.0 (357) 100.0 (917) 100.0 (357)
Chi-square = 62.886
p = .0001
Phi = .223
Chi-square = 16.753
p = .0001
Phi = .115
Table 9. Husbands* Class by Hives* Class Positions (Full Models); Percentages and Frequencies (In parenetheses)
Husbands
Whites___________________________________________________________________________ Blacks
Hives Owners Managers Supervisors Workers
Prt tv 
Bourgeoisie Owners Managers Supervisors Workers
Petty
Bourgeoisie
Owners 16.00 (12) 0 .62 (1) .47 (2) 0 11.11 (1) 0 0 0 0
Managers B.00 (6) 11.11 (20) 11.73 (19) 6.59 (28) 9.52 (4) 11.11 (1) 9.09 (2) 7.14 (4) 3.11 (8) 0
Supervisors 6.67 (5) 16.67 (10) 16.05 (26) 16.00 (68) 16.67 (7) 11.U  (1) 13.64 (3) 21.43 (12) 11.28 (29) 0
Workers 62.66 (47) 67.78 (122) 67.28 (109) 74.35 (316) 66.67 (28) 66.67 (6) 77.27 (17) 66.07 (37) 85.21 (219) 100.00 (7)
Petty Bourgeoisie
Bourgeoisie 6.67 (5) 4.44 (8) 4.32 (7) 2.59 (ID 7.14 (3) 0 0 5.36 (3) .39(1) 0
Totals 100.00 (75) 100.00 (180) 100.00 (162) 100.00 (425) 100.00 (42) 100.00 (9) 100.00 (22) 100.00 (56) 100.00 (257) 100.00 (7)
Chi-square • 115.14 Prob. - .0001 PHI « .361 Chi-square - 60.11 Prob, » 0001 PHI - .414
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Table 10. Wives’ Class Positions by Husbands' Class Positions, Two
Class Model (Managers, Supervisors, and Workers); Per­
centage and Frequencies (in parentheses).
Husbands
Whites Blacks
Managers/
Supervisors Workers
Managers/
Supervisors Workers
Wives
Managers/
Supervisors 29.14 (95) 23.30 (96) 28.00 (21) 14.45 (37)
Workers 70.86 (231) 76.70 (316) 72.00 (54) 85.55 (219)
Totals 100.0 (326) 100.0 (412) 100.0 (75) 100.0 (256)
Chi-square = 3.236
p = .072
Phi = .066
Chi-square = 7.366 
p = .007 
Phi = .149
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Table 11. Wives’ Class Positions by Husbands' Class Positions, Two
Class Model (Non-workers and Workers); Percentages and
Frequencies (in parentheses).
Husbands
Whites Blacks
Non-workers Workers Non-workers Workers
Wives
Non-
Workers 33.33 (153) 25.65 (109) 28.72 (27) 14.79 (38)
Workers 66.67 (306) 74.35 (316) 71.28 (67) 85.21 (219)
Totals 100.0 (459) 100.0 (425) 100.0 (94) 100.0 (257)
Chi-square = 6.252
p = .012
Phi = .084
Chi-square = 8.860 
p = .003 
Phi = .159
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defined. For both models, analysis is possible because of the larger 
size of the cells. Table 10 eliminates owners and the petty 
bourgeoisie from the model. It tests, instead, how those who do sell 
their labor power might differ from each other. In this case, this 
model tests a contradictory class (a class that has elements of 
several classes) and a more traditional class location (working 
class). The non-worker/worker model (Table 11) shows the differences 
between the working class and all other class positions. Throughout 
the remainder of the study, these two models are tested separately 
and, in some cases, with varying results.
One final restriction with these data is that the variables for 
men and women are listed separately within the same observation on the 
computer tape. Procedurally, it was possible to build female and male 
class variables; however, it was not feasible to build a variable that 
includes and expresses both the male and female work experience at the 
same time. Thus, throughout this study, class is identified by sex.
Section Three. A Descriptive Class Picture
The purpose of this section is merely to examine the distri­
butional properties of classes found in this study. The statistical 
test used for this is Chi-Square which computes the cell frequencies 
which would be expected if no relationship is present between the 
variables given the existing row and column totals. (The total cell 
frequencies are compared to the actual values found in the distri­
bution.) Statistical significance is obtained _if_ the observed distri­
bution varies from the expected. While primarily intended for 
descriptive purposes, this analysis is meant to provide a picture of
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class, race and sex variation. Phrased differently, it is our first 
look at the degree to which class differences exist. In turn, of 
course, the results here will allow some anticipation of the
regression analyses reported in the next section.
Class, Race and Sex. The first set of categories focuses on class by 
race for both men and women. Looking at Table 6 (shown earlier in 
this chapter), a picture is drawn that illustrates how the class 
structure is different for men and women. White men by far have a 
more even distribution throughout the class structure. They are more 
likely to be found in the owner and manager category than any of the 
other groups (white women, black men and women). The supervisor 
category still has more white men, but the differences are not large. 
In the working class there is a striking disparity between white men 
and the rest of the sample. Nearly half of the white men are in the
working class while over two-thirds of the white women, black men and
women are located in the working class. Black women have the highest 
percentage of their sample in the working class (81.51). This finding 
corresponds with Wright's latest research with data specifically 
designed to measure class relations.*
For every group, the petty bourgeoisie is a small group. How­
ever, white men and women are more often in this class than either 
black men or women. These initial distributions set the stage for the 
rest of the analysis. As will be shown in later contingency tables 
and regression equations, these disparities between groups become even 
more pronounced.
107
When the two class models are used, the differences are again 
apparent. Table 7 illustrates the differences when the model includes 
only managers/supervisors and workers. All groups are most often 
found in the working class. Again, the differences between white men 
and the rest of the sample in the working class is significant —  
55.70% of white men are in the working class while for black men it is 
76.92%, white women, 74.62% and black women, 82.91%. When the non­
worker, worker model is examined (Table 8), white men are found most 
often in the non-worker category while for black men and white and 
black women, the majority are found in the worker category.
Class and Occupation. Another concept often used in place of class, 
or even to define class, is occupation. Occupation, as an expression 
of the technical division of labor, is seen as one of the ways to 
express the differences in groups and individuals in the labor force. 
Table 12 illustrates the specific occupational breakdown of husbands 
and wives in this study. Men and women obviously are concentrated in 
different occupations. White men appear to have better jobs; they are 
more likely than the other three groups to have a professional job 
(including managers), except for the teaching profession. They are 
more often craftsmen and kindred workers, while black men congregate 
in the operative and unskilled laborer occupations. White and black 
women are sex segregated in the "pink collar" world —  teachers, 
secretaries and service workers. Black women dominate the low level 
service workers' occupations; over 31% of their work force is listed 
as service workers.
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Table 12. Husbands' and Wives' Occupation* by Race; Percentage* and frequencies (In parentheses)
White Black White Black
Men Her Womer Worker
Physician (medical fc oatenopathlc), dentists .21 (2) 0 0 0
Other medical and paramedical .64 (6) .28 (1) 3.53 (33) 0
Accountants and auditors 1.92 (ie: .55 (2) .86 (E) .83 (3)
Teachers, primary and secondary achoole 3.8! (36) .55 (2) 9.08 (86) 3.61 (13)
Teachers, college, social aclentlsts 
and biological scientists 1.28 (12) 1.10 (4) 1.39 (13) .56 (2)
Architects A.17 (39) P .11 (1) 0
Technicians 2.99 (26) .56 (2' 2.03 (19) .83 (3)
Public Advisors 1.50 (14) .83 (31 1.92 (18) 2.22 (6)
Judges, lawyer* .96 (9) 0 . 11 (1) 0
Professional, technical and kindred workers 1.50 (14) .28 (11 .64 (6) .28 (li
Mar.acers. official and proprietors (except f»rrJ
Not aelf-etcployed 14.10 (132) 2.76 (10) 4.49 (42) 1.39 (5)
Self-employed (unicorporated businesses! 4.49 (42) 1.66 (6) 1.39 (13) 0
Clerical and kindred workers
Secretaries, stenographers, typists .1] (1) 0 10.68 (100) 5.0C (IE)
Other clerical workers 6.73 (63) 7.74 (26 ) 26.32 (237 ) 18.33 (66)
Bales Workers
Petal! store salesmen and sales clerks ?.4e (7C) 2.49 (9) 6.41 (60) 2.22 (8)
Craftsrver. Foremen. and kindred workers
Fovetaen, S.E.C. 2.76 (26) 2 . 2 1 (8) .21 (2) .56 (2)
Other craftsmen and kindred workers 19.23 (180; 14.09 (51) .75 (7) 1.67 (6)
Government protective service workers; 
firemen, police, marshals anc constables 1.39 (13) 2.49 (9) .11 (1) .26 (1)
Members of armed forces 1.50 (14) 1.10 (4) 0 0
Operatives and kindred workers
Transport equipment operatives A.60 (43) 12.16 (44) .96 (9> 0
Operatives, except transport 10.36 (97) 2C.99 (76) 11.75 (110) 20.83 (75)
Laborers
Unskilled laborers - nonfarts 2.99 (28) 12.43 (45) .32 (3) .83 (3)
Farm laborers and foremen .96 (9) 1.93 (7) .21 (2) .56 (2)
Service workers
pTlvate household workers 0 0 .64 (6) 8.61 (31)
Other service workers 2.35 (22) 13.26 (48) 17.09 (160) 31.39 (113)
Farmers and farm managers
Farmers (owners and tenants and managers) 1.92 (18) .55 (2) 0 0
Totals 100.00 (936) 100.00 (362) 100.00 (936) 100.00 (362)
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Between-sex occupational differences are even more apparent when 
the occupations are grouped into the following four categories: Pro­
fessional/Technical, Clerical/Kindred Workers, Craftsman, and 
Laborers. The first two of these are often referred to as the non- 
manual divisions while the last two are classified as manual. From 
Table 13, we can see that white men are located more often in the 
professional/technical division than any other group. White women are 
next, but black men and women have less than 10% of their labor force 
in that category. Clerical workers are represented by white and black 
women, although white women seem to dominate these sex segregated 
jobs. Craftsmen and kindred workers are occupations traditionally 
held by men. The majority of black men are in these jobs; also 40% of 
the white men are found as craftsmen and such. The least likely 
persons to be found in the lower-level service jobs are white men.
When the occupational data is used in conjunction with class, 
this trend continues to hold. From both Tables 14 and 15, white male 
managers/supervisors and non-workers are most like!}' to be found in 
the professional technical occupations. This is also true for white 
women, managers/supervisors and non-workers. It, however, is not the 
case with black men or women. If black men and women are in the 
non-working class, they are most often located in the manual occupa­
tional categories, either as service workers or laborers.
As for the category of workers in both models, the differences 
between the sexes become apparent. Both black and white men workers 
are more often in the craftsmen occupational grouping. For white 
women, the majority of workers are in the clerical positions while for 
black women, the majority are service workers. All of these
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Table 13. Husbands' and Wives' Occupations by Race; Percentages and 
Frequencies (in parentheses).
Occupational
Categories
Husbands 
Whites Blacks
Wives
Whites Blacks
Nonmanual:
Professional/
Technical 37.61 (352) 8.56 (31) 25.53 (239) 9.72 (35)
Clerical/
Kindred
Workers 14.32 (134) 10.22 (37) 42.41 (397) 25.56 (92)
Manual:
Craftsmen,
Foremen/
Kindred
Workers 39.85 (373) 53.04 (192) 13.78 (129) 23.33 (84)
Laborer/
Service
Workers 8.23 (77) 28.18 (102) 18.27 (171) 41.39 (149)
Totals 100.0 (936) 100.0 (362) 100.0 (936) 100.0 (360)
Chi-square = 163.72
p = .0001
Phi = .36
Chi-square = 121.05
p = .0001
Phi = .31
Table 14. Husbands* and Wives* Occupation by Two Class Model ( Non-workers - Workers); Percentages and Frequencies (In parentheses)
Husbands Wives
Occupational
Categories
White
Nonworkers
White
Workers
Black
Nonworkers
B3 nek 
Workers
White
Nonvorksrs
Whi te 
Workers
Black
Nonworkers
Black
Workera
Moivanual:
Professional/Technical 53.21 (249) 21.25 (92) 20.83 (20) 3.46 (9) 41.39 (113) 18,07 (116) 24.24 (16) 6.60 (19)
Clerlcal/Rlndred Workers 10.90 (51) 17.78 (77) 10.42 (10) 10.38 (27) 35.90 (98) 45.33 (291) 28.79 (19) 25.35 (73)
Manual:
Craftsmen, Foreeen Kindred
Workers 29.91 (140) 51.04 (221) 45.83 (44) 55.77 (145) 5.49 (15) 17.76 (114) 16.67 (11) 24.65 (71)
Laborer/Service Workers 5.98 (28) 0.93 (43) 22.92 (22) 30.38 (79) 17.22 (47) 18.85 (121) 30.30 (20) 43.40 (125)
Totals 100.00 (468) 100.00 (433) 100.00 (96) 100.00 (260) 100.00 (273) 100.00 (642) 100.00 (66) 100.00 (288)
Chi-square • 97.70 Chi-square • 28.66 Chi-square “ 66.35 Chi-square • 20.88
Prob. ■ .0001 PHI - 33 Prob. - .000) PHI • .28 Troh. • .0001 PHI - .27 Prob. .0001 PHI • .24
Table 15. Husbands* and Hives' Occupation by Two Class Model (Managers/Supervisors); Percentages and Frequencies (in parentheses)
Husbands Wives
Oceupcat ional
Categories
White
Managers/
Supervisors
White
Workers
Black
Managers/
Supervisors
Black
Workers
White 
Managers/ 
Supe rv1 rots
White
Workers
Black
Managers/
Supervisors
Black
Workers
Nonaanual:
Professional/Technical 49.13 (170) 21.25 (92) 16.88 (13) 3.46 (9) 43.38 (95) 18.07 (116) 26.67 (16) 6.60 (19)
Clerical/Kindred Workers 11.27 (39) 17.78 (77) 12.99 (10) 10.38 (27) 38.81 (85) 45.33 (291) 30.00 (18) 25.35 (73)
Manual:
Craftsmen, Foremen, Kindred 
Workers 35.84 (124) 51.04 (221) 46.75 (36) 55.77 (145) 5.94 (13) 17.76 (114) 13.33 (8) 24.65 (71))
Laborer/Service Workers 3.76 (13) 9.93 (43) 23.38 (13) 30.38 (79) 11 .87 (26) 18,85 (121) 30.00 (18) 43.40 (125)
Totals 100.00 (346) 100.00 (433) 100.00 (77) 100.00 (260) 100.00 (219) 100.00 (642) 100.00 (60) 100.00 (288)
Chi-square • 
Prob. - .0001
70.17 
PHI • 30
Chi-square “ 
Prob. ■ .000!
18.67 
PHI - .24
Chi-square ■ 
Prob. ■ .000!
64.40 
PHI * .27
Chi-square • 
Prob. - .0001
25.27 
PHI - 27
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relationships between class and occupational groups are significant. 
The associations, however, for all of them are moderate.
Class and Education. Another potentially important variable in this 
study is educational attainment. Indeed, it is the one variable most 
consistently related to income attainment in countless economic and 
sociological studies. Table 16 reflects the distribution of men's and 
women's educational levels by race for the whole sample of married 
working couples. Similar to what others have found, men's and women's 
educational attainments are compatible. Nonetheless, there are 
differences both by race and by sex. For example, white men over­
whelmingly have more education than any other group. Compared to 
white women, 61% of the white men had post-high school training versus 
only 54% for white women. For black men and women, the picture 
changes. Their educational levels are not nearly as high as for the 
white sample. For black women, only 31% had post-high school 
education. Black men, however, had the lowest level of education 
after high school (28%). The Chi-Square statistic for white and black 
men is significant, with a moderate level of association. For black 
and white women, also, the distribution is significant and, again, of 
moderate strength.
When class and education are in the same contingency table, there 
is a clear description of educational achievement. Education and 
class can be delineated in several ways. First with each group, there 
is a difference in class educational attainment. With white men, 
there is a significant difference between the managers/supervisors and 
workers' classes (Table 17); this same difference also exists between
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Table 16. Husbands' and Wives' Educations by Race; Percentages and 
Frequencies (in parentheses).
Educational
Level
Husbands 
Whites Blacks
Wives
Whites Blacks
Illiterate .32 (3) 3.89 (14) .32 (3) 0
0-5 Grades .85 (8) 7.50 (27) .11 (1) 1.39 (5)
6-8 Grades 6.62 (62) 13.61 (49) 2.89 (27) 12.26 (44)
9-11 Grades 12.71 (119) 22.78 (82) 11.90 (111) 23.40 (84)
High School 
(12) 19.34 (181) 24.44 (88) 30.76 (287) 31.75 (114)
High School 
plus Non­
academic 
Training 18.91 (177) 11.67 (42) 18.33 (171) 16.43 (59)
Some College 17.09 (160) 11.67 (42) 17.58 (164) 9.47 (34)
College 
Grad.-B.A. 15.81 (148) 3.06 (11) 13.61 (127) 3.62 (13)
Advanced
Degree 8.33 (78) 1.39 (5) 4.50 (42) 1.67 (6)
Totals 100.0 (936) 100.0 (360) 100.0 (933) 100.0 (359)
Chi-square = 169.87
p = .0001
Phi = .362
Chi-square = 115.65
p = .0001
Phi = .299
Table 17. Husbands' and Wives' Education by Two Class Model (M.in.ip.erH/Superv 1 bots); Pcnent nges and Frequencies (In parentheses)
Husbands Wives
Educational
Level
Wb ite 
Managers/ 
Superv1sors
White
Workers
Bln. k
M.ift.H'rrs/
Superv1sors
Rl.irk
Workers
White 
SupervIsors
Wh 11 e 
Workers
Bl ark 
Manager*/ 
Supervlaora
B1 ack 
Workers
Illiterate .29 (1) 0 3.85 (3) 3.89 (10) 0 .47 (3) 0 0
0-5 grades .29 (1) 1.62 (7) 5. 1 3 (4) 7.78 (20) 0 .16 (1) 0 1.74 (5)
6-8 grades 4.91 (17) 6.93 (30) 16.67 (13) 13.23 (34) 0 3.58 (23) 5.00 (3) 12.89 (37)
9-11 grades 8.38 (29) 17.09 (74) 17.95 (14) 23.35 (60) 6.91 (15) 14,33 (92) 13.33 (8) 25.44 (73)
High School (12) 15.03 (52 ) 22.40 (97) 28.21 (22) 24.90 (64) 23.96 (52) 33.49 (715) 35.00 (21) 30.66 (88)
High School + nonacaden.
trng. 22.83 (79) 16.63 (72) 11.54 (9) 11,28 (29) 22.12 (48) 16.04 (103) 26.67 (16) 14.98 (93)
Some college 16.76 (58) 16.86 (73) 7.69 (6) 13.23 (34) 23.96 (52) 15,42 (99) 13.33 (8) 9.06 (26)
College grad. - 9.A. 22.25 (77) 11.55 (50) 7.69 (6) 1.17 (3) 16.59 (36) 12.31 (79) 5.00 (3) 3.48 (10)
Adv. degree 9.25 (32) 6.93 (30) 1,2R (u 1.17 (3) 6.45 (14) 4.21 (77) 1.67 (I) 1.74 (5)
Totals 100.00 (346) 100.00 (433) 100.00 (78) 100.00 (257) 100.00 (217) 100.00 (M2) 100.00 (60) 100.00 (287)
Chi-square » 
Prob. - .0001
40.988 
PHI - 229
Chi-square ■ 
Prob. - .106
13.165 
PHI - .198
Chi-square • 35 
Prob. * .0001
102
Pllt - .102
Chi-square ■ 
Prob. - .09
12.353 
PHI * 189
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non-workers and workers (Table 18). For black men in both models the 
differences are not significant and trivial. For white women, the 
difference between non-workers and workers is significant, although 
viewing the percentages, the differences are not as drastic as they 
are for white men. For white women who are managers and supervisors, 
educational attainment appears slightly higher than for workers. For 
black women, there is a slight class difference in each model, but it 
is not significant in either model. Forty-two percent of the black 
women non-workers have post high school education while 30% of the 
black women workers have post high school education. The differences 
increase slightly for managers/supervisors and workers, but not a 
great deal. The educational differences exist by class and race; 
these differences are supported in the regression analysis.
Class and Domestic Labor. As explained in Chapter Four, domestic 
labor is thought to be an important factor in explaining one’s 
position in the labor force, especially for women. In this study, 
domestic labor is a composite of two variables: time spent in house­
work and time spent in child-care. "Time spent" was operationalized 
as hours per week logged in a particular activity. These results 
ranged from no hours at all (especially by men) to some women stating 
that they did 94 hours of child-care a week. Table 13 shows how 
domestic labor is distributed for white and black men and women. For 
both variables, the categories are operationalized by different 
criteria —  one set for women, another for men. The difference in the 
categories was determined by the distribution for each variable by 
sex. For example, twenty-five percent of the men (as a whole, not
Table 18. Husbands' and Wives' Educations by Two Class Model (Non-workers and Workers); Percentages and Frequencies (in Parentheses)
Husbands Wives
Educational
Level
White
Non-workers
White
Workers
Black
Non-workers
Black
Workers
Will te 
Non-wurkers
Whi te 
Workers
Black
Non-worker6
Black
Workers
Illiterate .43 (2) 0 4.12 (4) 3.89 (10) 0 .47 (3) 0 0
0-5 grades .21 (1) 1.62 (7) 7.22 (7) 7.78 (20) 0 .16 (1) 0 1.74 (5)
6-8 grades 6.41 (30) 6.93 (30) 15.46 (15) 13.23 (34) 1.11 (3) 3,58 (23) 7.58 (5) 12.89 (37)
9-11 grades 3.97 (42) 17.09 (74) 20.62 (20) 23.35 (60) 6.67 (18) 14.33 (92) 12.12 (8) 25.44 (73)
H.S. (12) 16.24 (76) 22.40 (97) 24.74 (24) 24,90 (64) 24 .44 (66) 33.49 (215) 37.88 (25) 30.66 (88)
H.S. + non-academ. trng. 20.73 (97) 16.63 (72) 12.37 (12) 11.28 (29) 23.70 (64) 16.04 (103) 24.24 (16) 14.98 (43)
Some college 16.88 (79) 16.86 (73) 7.22 (7) 13.23 134) 23.33 (63) 15.42 (99) 12.12 (8) 9.06 (26)
College grad. - B.A. 20.73 (97) 11.55 (50) 7.22 (7) 1,17 (3) 15.19 (41) 12.31 (79) 4.55 (3) 3.48 (10)
Adv. degree 9.40 (44) 6.93 (30) 1.03 (i) 1,17 (3) 5.56 (15) 4.21 (27) 1.52 (1) 1.74 (5)
Totals 100.00 (468) 100.00 (433) 100.00 (97) 100,00 (257) 100.00 (270) 100.00 (642)
oo
1
oo
(66) 100.00 (287)
Chi-square = 38 
Prob. - 0.0001
186
PHI = 0.206
Chi-square = 11 
Prob. “ 0.1544
.930 
PHT = 0 184
Chi-square » 34 
Prob. - 0.0001
796 
PHI - 0. 195
Chi-square ■* 10 
Prob. - 0.1431
899 
PHI - 0 176
Table 19. Husbands' and Wives' Domestic Labor (Hours per week) by Race; Percentages and Frequencies (in
parentheses).
Husbands Wives
Whites Blacks Whites Blacks
Domestic Labor 
(Hrs./week)
Domestic Labor 
(Hrs./week)
0 17.08 (138) 18.13 (64) 1-17 38.41 (358) 29.72 (107)
1 -4 33.62 (311) 22.38 (79) 18-25 28.65 (267) 34.44 (124)
5-9 25.51 (236) 26.06 (92) 26-36 19.85 (185) 24.72 (89)
10-84 23.78 (220) 33.43 (118) 37-84 13.09 (122) 11.11 (40)
Totals 100.0 (925) 100.0 (353) Totals 100.0 (932) 100.0 (360)
Chi-square
P
Thi
- 19.758
- .0002 
= .124
Chi-square °
P ■
Phi =
12.050
.007
.097
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determined by race) did no housework. The next increment was one to 
four hours. This criterion operates for both men and women in 
domestic labor and child-care. This was operationalized in this 
manner in order to portray the differences within each sex.
It is clear that women do much more housework than men. In fact, 
if men were placed in the female category, 75% would fit the first 
division. It appears that white men do less housexrork than black men, 
the majority of their time spent in the first two categories, while 
the majority for black men occurs in the last two categories con­
taining larger numbers of hours per week. This is not true for black 
and white women who are fairly evenly distributed. The associations 
in both tables for white and black men and white and black women are 
significant.
The child-care results are much the same. However, Table 20 has 
included all members of the study, even those without children. Black 
men do more child-care than white women, and black women do more 
child-care than white women. This difference is clarified more as 
class comparisons are made. Both of these distributions are 
significant, although the association is not very great.
Class and domestic labor did not have a significant association. 
For example, white men, whether workers or non-workers, do the same 
amount of reported housework. Although black men do more housework 
than white men, there are no differences in the distribution between 
classes. This is found for both models (see Tables 21 and 22). For 
women, race does not make a significant difference in the class 
relations and time spent in domestic labor. Both black and white
Table 20. Husbands' and WLves' Childcare (Hours per week) by Race; Percentages and Frequencies (in 
parentheses).
Husbands Wives
Whites Blacks Whites Blacks
Ch lldcare 
(Hrs./week)
Childcare 
(Hrs./week)
0 63.55 (591) 49.03 (177) 0 63.39 (587) 47.34 (169)
1-3 9.78 (91) 10.53 (38) 1-6 11.12 (103) 19.89 (71)
4-8 11.08 (103) 21.88 (79) 7-20 14.36 (133) 20.17 (72)
9-84 15.59 (145) 18.50 (07) 21-98 11.12 (103) 12.61 (45)
Totals 100.0 (930) 100.0 (361) 100.0 (926) 100.0 (357)
Chi-square ® 32.302
p *» .0001
Chi-square » 31.788
p ** .0001
Table 21. Husbands' and Wives' Domestic Labor (Hours per week), Two Cla9s Model (Managers/Supervisors and Workers); Percentages and Frequencies
(In parentheses)
Husbands Wives
White 
Managers/ White
Supervisors Workers
Black
Managers/ Black
Supervisors Workers
White
Managers/ White
Supervisors Workers
Black
Managers/ Black
Supervisors Workers
Domestic Labor 
(Hrg/week)
0
1-4
5-9
10-84
Totals
13.04 (45) 15.96 (68)
33.62 (116) 34.51 (147)
25.22 (87) 26.76 (114)
28.12 (97) 22.77 (97)
100.00 (345) 100.00 (426)
Chi-square » 3.491 
Prob. - .32 PHI - .067
13.16 (10) 18.58 (47)
26.32 (20) 21.34 (54)
23.6B (18) 27.67 (70)
36.84 (28) 32.41 (82)
100.00 (76) 100.00 (253)
Chi-square • 2.323 
Prob. - .51 PHI - .084
Domestic Labor 
(llrs/week)
1-17
18-25
26-36
37-84
41.10 (90) 
31.96 (70) 
16.89 (37) 
10.05 (22)
37.9? (243) 
27,97 (179) 
20.94 (134) 
13.13 (84)
Totals 100.00 (219) 100.00 (640)
Chi-square • 3.903 
Prob. » .27 PHI - .067
36.67 (22) 28.13 (81)
30.00 (18) 36,11 (104)
25.00 (15) 25.00 (72)
8.33 (5) 10.76 (31)
100.00 (60) 100.00 (288)
Chi-square ■ 2.037 
Prob. - .56 PHI - .076
Table 22. Husbands* and Wives' Domestic Labor (Hours per week), Two Class Model (Non-workers and Workers); Percentages and Frequencies
(In parentheses)
Hu s b a n d s ____________________ __________ Wives
Whites 
Non-workers _ Workers
Blacks 
Non-Workers Workers
Whites 
Non-Workers Workers
Black
Non-Workers Workers
Domestic Labor 
(Hrs per week)
Domestic Labor 
(Hrs per week)
0 16.81 (78) 15.96 (68) 17.02 (16) 18.58 (47) 1-17 38.24 (104) 37.97 (243) 36.36 (24) 28.13 (81)
1-4 33.62 (156) 34.51 (147) 23.40 (22) 21.36 (541 18-25 30.51 (83) 27.97 (179) 28.79 (19) 36.11 (104)
5-9 25.00 (116) ' 26.76 (114) 23.40 (22) 27.67 (70) 26-36 17.65 (48) 20.94 (134) 24.24 (16) 25.00 (72)
10-84 24.57 (114) : 22.77 (97) 36.17 (34) 32.41 (82) 37-84 13.60 (37) 13.13 (84) 10.61 (7) 10.76 (31)
Totals 100.00 (464) ;100.00 (426) 100.00 (94) 100.00 (253) Totals 100.00 (272) 100.00 (640) 100.00 (66) 100.00 (288)
Chi-square “ 
Prob. * .87
.'718 
H U  - .028
Chi-square “ 
Prob. - .80
.984 
PHI » .053
Chi-square « 
Prob. “ .68
1.503
PHI - .041
Chi-Bquare - 
Prob. - .56
2.071
PHI - .076
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managers/supervisors and non-workers do less reported housework than 
black or white women workers, but the difference is trivial.
Tables 23 and 24 containing child-care and class variables were 
created by selecting only those families who had children. First of 
all, more black families, in this study, have children than white 
families. (It is important to note that these families are restricted 
to those with both adults working). Again, what we see is that women 
do more child-care than men. Between-class differences for men and 
women, as with domestic labor, are not significant. Black men do more 
child-care than white men in this sample. Time spent in domestic 
labor does not change for women by race. Like domestic labor, how­
ever, none of these distributions are significant. It is important to 
note that even though domestic labor and child-care vary by sex con­
siderably, the class relationship to these variables remains unclear.
Class and Sector. As explained in Chapter Four, sector was included 
to see how it affects both class position and income. Sector place­
ment by sex and race is shown in Table 25. The distributions between 
the sectors across all groups are nearly equal. Two-thirds of all 
groups are found in the competitive sector. Hodson (1978) states that 
generally each segment of the economy contains one-third of the labor 
force. Therefore, this appears accurate as the competitive and state 
sectors were contained in the same category. The differences between 
white and black men are not significant nor were the differences 
between black and white women.
Tables 26 and 27 show the distribution for class and sector.
White male managers/supervisors and white non-workers are more often
Table 23. Husband §* and Wives* Childcare (Hours per week), Two Class Model (Managers/Supervisors and Workers); Percentages and Frequencies (In parentheses)
Husbands
White
Managers/ White
Supervisors Workers
Black
Managers/ Black
Supervisors Workers
White
Managers/ White
Supervisors Workers
Black
Managers Black
Supervisors Workers
Childcare
(Hra/veek)
0
1-3
4-a
9-84
Totals
36.95 (75) 32.64 (79)
18.72 (38) 15.29 (37)
20.20 (41) 18.60 (45)
24.14 (49) 33.47 (81)
100.00 (203) 100.00 (242)
Chi-square ■ 4.799 
Prob. - .19 PHI • .104
28.13 (18) 35.71 (70)
14.06 (9) 13.27 (26)
31.25 (20) 27.04 (53)
26.56 (17) 23.98 (47)
100.00 (64) 100.00 (196)
Chi-square ■ 1.279 
Prob. - .73 PHI - .070
Chi ldcare 
(Hrs/week)
0
1-6
7-20
21-98
Totals
37.84 (42) 36.71 (134)
19.82 (22) 19,45 (71)
25.23 (28) 25.75 (94)
17.12 (19) 18,08 (66)
100.00 (111) 100.00 (365)
Chi-square » .089 
Prob. • .99 PHI - .014
30.23 (13) ,31.08 (69)
27.91 (12) 26.13 (58)
32.56 (14) 24.77 (55)
9.30 (4) 18.02 (40)
100.00 (43) 100.00 (222)
Chl-aquare • 2.538 
Prob. - .47 PHI - .098
Table 24. Husbands* and Wives* Chlld-Care (Hours per week)* Two Class Model (Non-workers and Workers); Percentages and Frequencies (In parentheses)
Husbands Wives
Whites Blacks Whites Blacks
Non-Workers Workers Non-Workers Workers Non-Workers Workers Non-Workers Workers
Childcare 
(Hrs per week)
Childcare 
(Hrs. per week)
0 38.81 (104) 32.64 (79) 31.65 (25) 35.71 (70) 0 39.01 (50) 36.71 (139) 27.66 (13) 31.08 (69)
1-3 18.66 (50) 15.29 (37) 13.92 o n 13.27 (26) 1-6 20.91 (30) 19.95 (71) 27.66 (13) 26.13 (58)
4-8 20.90 (56) 18.60 (45) 31.65 (25) 27.09 (53) 7-20 26.53 (39) 25.75 (99) 39.09 (16) 29.77 (55)
9-84 21.64 (58) 33.47 (81) 22.78 (18) 23.98 (97) 21-98 19.05 (28) 18.08 (66) 10.69 (5) 18.02 (90)
Totals 100.00 (268) 100.00 (242) 100.00 (79) 100.00 (196) Totals 100.00 (197) 100.00 (365) 100.00 (97) 100.00 (222)
Chi-square ® 
Prob. - .03
9.060
PHI - .133
Chi-square » 
Prob. » .86
.793 
PHI = .352
Chi-square » 
Prob. - .95
.339
PHI - .026
Chi-square » 
Prob. “ .99
2.709
PHI - .100
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Table 25. Husbands' and Wives' Economic Sectors by Race; Percentages 
and Frequencies (in parentheses).
Economic
Sectors
Husbands 
Whites Blacks
Wives
Whites Blacks
Monopoly 35.20 (327) 37.75 (134) 34.01 (317) 34.83 (124)
Competitive 64.80 (602) 62.25 (221) 65.99 (615) 65.17 (232)
Totals 100.0 (929) 100.0 (355) 100.0 (932) 100.0 (356)
Chi-square = 0.724 
p = .3948 
Phi = -.024
Chi-square = .077 
p = .7819 
Phi = -.008
Table 26. Husbands' and Wives' Econcmtc Sectors by Two Class Model (Managers/Supervisors - Workers); Percentages anf Frequencies (in parentheses)
Economic
Sector
Unite
Managers/
Supervisors
White
Workers
urae* -
Managers/
Supervisors
RlacV
Workers
White 
Managers/ 
SupervIsors
White
Workers
t,n Bladk 
Managers/ 
Supervisors
Bl*ck
Workers
Monopoly 36.21 (125) 29.67 (127) 48.05 (37) 33.20 (84) 30.28 (66) 31.30 (200) 27.59 (16) 34.97 (100)
Competitive 63.77 (220) 70.33 (301) 51.95 (40) 66.80 (169) 69.72 (152) 68.70 (439) 72.41 (42) 65.03 (186)
Totals 100.00 (345) 100.00 (428) 100.00 (77) 100.00 (253) 100.00 (218) 100.00 (639) 100.00 (58) 100.00 (236)
Chi-square ■ 3 
Prob. - 0.0531
740 
PHI - 0.070
Chi-square ■ 5 
Prob. - 0.0179
606 
PHI - 0.130
CHi-squsre 
Proh. - 0.
- 0.080
7779 PHI • -0.010
Chi-square ■ 1 
Prob. « 0.2784
175
PHt • -0.058
Table 27. Husbands’ and Wives' Economic Sector by Two Class Mode) (Non-workers - Workers); Percentages and Frequencies (in parentheses)
Hush; Wiv iS
Economic
Sector
White
Non-workers
White
Workers
Black
Non-workers
Black
Workers
White
Non-workers
White
Workers
Black
Non-workers
Black
Workers
Monopoly 39.70 (165) 29.67 (127) 48.96 (47) 33.20 (84) 39.34 (107) 31.30 (200) 32.81 (21) 34.97 (100)
Competitive 60.30 (281) 70.33 (301) 51.04 (49) 66.80 (169) 60.66 (165) 68.70 (439) 67.19 (43) 65.03 (186)
Totals 100.00 (466) 100.00 (428) 100.00 (96) 100.00 (253) 100.00 (272) 100.00 (639) 100.00 (64) 100.00 (286)
Chi-square * 9 
Prob. * .00! 7
872
PHr “ 0.105
Chi-square * 7 
Prob. - 0.0066
369
PHT - 0.145
Chi-square * 5 
Prob. = 0.0188
519 
PHI «= 0.078
Chi-square * 0 
Prob. * 0.7434
.107 
PHI - -0.01
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in the monopoly sector than the white workers. This is true also for 
black male managers and black non-workers. More white women non- 
workers are in the monopoly sector than white women workers. For 
white women managers/supervisors and workers, the percentages are 
nearly the same. Black women are distributed differently than the 
other three groups. For both models, the black woman worker is more 
often in the monopoly sector than the black managers or non-worker 
classes.
Only three of the distributions are significant —  white men non- 
workers and workers, black men non-workers and workers and black women 
managers/supervisors and workers. The associations are small. The 
sector analyses must be viewed cautiously. First, divisions by 
industry in the 1976 PSID data were not as specific as those used by 
Tolbert (1980). Therefore, some estimation was necessary. Also, to 
compare the results in this study with that of Coverman (1983), the 
state sector was placed within the competitive sector. Placing the 
state in the monopoly sector, instead, may have changed the nature of 
the distribution. Therefore, even though sector is included in the 
analysis, a different conceptualization would, no doubt, produce 
different results.
In this section, we have reviewed some simple descriptive models 
of class and other variables. Education is a consistently significant 
variable in this equation and should prove to be throughout this 
analysis. Domestic labor provided some interesting comparisons as 
time spent out of the labor force is usually time spent in housework. 
From this sample, class, sex and race in combination have some very 
different effects. This descriptive analysis continues in the next
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section where results of the correlations and means tests are dis­
cussed.
Correlations and Means. Before turning to the results of the 
regression analyses testing the theoretical models outlined earlier, 
it is useful to examine the zero-order correlations. Although only 
measures of association, they do, nonetheless, provide a good 
indication of what the results should be in the regression equations. 
Too, they are a check on the possibility of multi-collinearity, always 
a potential problem in regression equations.
The zero-order correlations are presented for: 1) white
managers/supervisors and workers; 2) white non-workers and workers; 3) 
black managers/supervisors and workers; and 4) black non-workers and 
workers. These represent the models used in the regression equations. 
Notice that female work experience is excluded from the total model 
for all four. This is done because the correlation between female 
work experience and male work experience was very high (.9249).
Beginning with white managers/supervisors and workers (Table 28), 
we can see that all of the independent variables are significantly 
related to income, the dependent variable. Not too surprisingly, 
education bears the strongest relationship to income. Interestingly, 
though, male class and family class also are strongly associated with 
income, as are work experience and weeks worked. Sector relationship 
is more modest, although obtaining statistical significance. Like­
wise, domestic labor has a rather modest (but, again, statistically 
significant) relationship to income with the relationship being 
inverse and much stronger for women than men.
Table 28. Zero-Order Cortelat Iona, Means and Standard Deviations for White Managers/Supervisors and Workers.
Female Male Work Work
Male Female Family Male Female Dnm. Dom. Experience Exp2
Income Class Class Class Ed Education Labor Labor Male Male Week M Week F Hour M Hour F Sector M Sector F
Male Class ■ 204c
Female Class .145° .068
Family Class . 21 lc .4 34c .650°
Male Education • 379C
u
r-w
CD . 1 20b . 1 39e
Female Education . 36 5C . 1 75c . 190C . 1 75c .652°
Female Dom. Labor -163c .007 -.084a -.057 -.095b -.126C
Male Dom. Labor -.080® .013 -.047 -.028 -.055 -.064 .422C
Work Exp. M . 208c ■ 084a .034 .058 -.366C -.253C -.032 -.129C
Work Exp.2 M .! 52c .057 .021 .047 -.367c -.234C -,080fl -. 14 3C . 962°
Week M ,246c .173° -.031 .075a -.005 .001 -.014 -.non/, .038 .019
Week F . 257c -.010 .143C -080a -.035 -.040 -.195C -.070 -076a .077a .099b
Hour M ,124c . 1 56c -.030 .050 .059 .018 .020 .012 -.044 -.0773 . 155C -.024
Hour F .148° -.090a . 146c .055 -.058 .012 -.282° -.0002 -.065 -.036 -.021 . 38lc -.022
Sector M • 088a -.053 -.030 -.044 .080* .053 .055 .049 .024 .002 -.078 -.004 -.053 -.028
Sector F . 123° -.006 .007 .006 . 104b . 1 36c i NJ n - .065 -.008 -.012 -.072 .049 .031 .150C .112b
Mean $18,825 .440 .260 .129 5.016 4.880 29.479 9.734 18.785 507.35 45.389 39.171 44.072 33.572 .675 .695
Std. Dev. $8,768 .497 .439 .336 1.732 1.518 20.786 11.057 1 2 .4 38 586.06 8-246 13.667 9.164 11.911 .469 .461
a S .05 
b s .01 
c s .001
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Several other relationships merit at least some mention. First, 
family class is highly related to both male and female class; this is 
not surprising but is reassuring in light of the theorized relation­
ship which has been posited. Second, male and female education are 
highly related merely indicating the degree to which couples of 
similar education levels marry one another. Third, the work 
experience variables are inversely related to education and domestic 
labor. The significance of this relationship is anticipated; it 
indicates that less education is associated with more work experience. 
Phrased differently, time spent in non-work activities decreases time 
spent at "work." Similarly, the same thing holds for domestic labor 
and work experience where a great amount of time in one thing 
decreases the time spent on the other. The extremely large relation­
ship between work experience and the square of itself is, of course, 
anticipated because one is the mirror image of the other (the term was 
squared, as mentioned earlier, for inclusion in the regression 
analysis). Weeks worked and hours worked show generally poor 
relationships to other independent variables with two exceptions; both 
male hours and weeks worked are related to male class, and the same 
two variables, for females, are related to female class. Also, hours 
for female class has a small negative, but significant association 
with male class. Finally, sector shows generally small relationships 
to all of the independent variables with the one between it and 
education and domestic labor being somewhat larger. In each of these 
cases, it is female sector which has the larger relationship.
The zero-order correlations for white non-workers and workers 
(Table 29) present basically the same results. However, in all cases,
Table 29. Zero-Order Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations of Variables for White Non-workers and Workers Model.
Female Ma I e Work Work
Male Female Family Mai e Female Dom. Dom. Ex per i onee Ex|>2
Income Class Class Class Ed Edurat fon Labor Labor Ma J e Mai e Week M Week F Hour M Hour F Sector M Sector F
Hale Class . 246C
Female Class ,107b .0863
Family Class . 1 79C .44 3C .703°
Male Education .348° . 1 50C .147c . 167c
Female Education . 324 C . )55C . 162c . !60C .629°
Female Dom. Labor -139C . 004 -.009 -.002 -.081a ~.085b
Male Dom. Labor -.095b -.037 -.034 -.026 -.021 -.057 ,387°
Work Exp. M -161C .123C .056 . 105b -.364c -.233° -..060 . 156C
Work Exp.2 M . 104b . 1 oob .041 .094b -. 36 5C -.216° -..104b -.,165C .963C
Week M ■ 207c .187° .013 . 094b .01 7 .013 0005 .019 .031 .012
Ueek F . 195c .004 . 1 34c ,089b -.038 -.046 -..190° ■ 068a ,099b . 103b .08 3a
Hour M .13 7° .198° .026 . 109b .04 7 .028 .008 .030 -.017 - .055 .186° .001
Hour F • 06 7a -.075a • 101b .032 -. 06 5a -.018 - .297° .00 3 -.058 -..027 -.022 . 339c -.006
Sector M ■ 085b -.101b -.021 -.060 . 108b .040 .059 .08 la -.019 - .04 2 -.089b -.029 -.08 5b -.035
Sector F ■ 091b -.047 -.076a -.061 .110° .152° -..129° .032 -.052 - .051 -.074a .003 -.012 -11 9C . 09 7b
Mean $19,333 .517 .299 .174 5.035 4.925 29 .942 9,.256 19.39 3 535 .82 45.835 39.338 4 5.068 33.306 .650 .659
Std. Dev. $ 10,547 .500 .4 58 .379 1 .751 1.504 21 .042 10 .6 50 12.645 610 .67 8.091 13.752 10.267 12.631 .477 .474
a < .05
b < .01
c < .001
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except for female domestic labor and hours worked by men, the 
correlations to income are greater with managers/supervisors and 
workers, than with the second model. As we shall see in the 
regression equations, this trend towards greater association holds 
true. Also, in the white non-workers/workers model, female class has 
an extremely high correlation with family class (greater than in the 
first model).
The directions of the associations described for the white 
managers/supervisors model holds also with some important exceptions 
for the two black models. In the first black model (managers/ 
supervisors and workers; Table 30), not all of the independent 
variables are significantly associated with the dependent variable, 
income. Notably, male class is not significantly correlated with 
income —  neither is female nor female domestic labor, nor male sector 
position. Also, the negative relation between work experience and 
male and female education is much higher than in the white model 
(nearly twice as high). The same is true for the relationship between 
domestic labor and work experience, though the association is not as 
strong. Domestic labor, that was strongly negatively correlated with 
hours worked by women in the white class model, is not significant in 
the black model. Although the directions of the correlations are 
similar to the white models, the associations vary.
These results change somewhat in the black non-workers/workers 
model (see Table 31). In this table some of the independent variables 
again have no significant correlation with the dependent variable, 
income. Domestic labor, work experience and sector for both men and 
women have no significant relationship with income. However, unlike
Table 30. Zero-Order Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations lor Black Managers/Supervisors and Workers
Black
Supervisor/
Manager
Income
Male
Class
Female
Class
Family
Class
Ma 1 e 
Ed
Female 
Educat ion
F emaI a 
Dom. 
Labor
Male 
Dom. 
Labor
Work Work 
Experience Exp2 
Male Male Week M Week F Hour M Hour F Sector M Sector F
Male Class . 100
Female Class .294c .I54b
Family Class -206c . 481c . 570c
Male Ed . 350c .033 .094 .044
Female Ed .401° .025 ,.63b .081 . 592C
Fern. Dom. Labor -.064 .081 -.091 .036 .036 -.021
Male Dora. Labor .060 .085 -.014 .041 .21 3 . 1 50b . 288c
Work Exp. M -.058 .064 -.019 .040 -.660° -.495° -.1153 -.287C
Work Exp2 M -. 11 3a .038 -.038 .028 -.639C -.487° -.129a 285C .968C~
Week M . 298c .064 .077 .095 .039 .069 .050 -.040 .0003 .013
Week F . 264c . 1393 . 1 34a . 11 9a -. 112a -.080 -.003 -.034 .230° . 200c -.025
Hour M . 229C .04 2 .037 .017 .094 . 109 .065 -.054 -.090 -.094 . 354c -.056
Hour F . 284r .016 . 128a .089 ■ 1113 . 1263 -.091 .064 - . 144b - . 169b -.014 .396c .102
Sector M .077 113a .003 -.064 -.048 -. 123a .009 .018 .052 .047 .083 -.006 -.039 .029
Sector F . 133a .014 .091 -.010 ,163b .202° .016 .106 -.184° -.189° .016 -.112a .064 .110 .034
Mean $13,348 . 227 .173 .064 3.615 4.003 31.115 12.860 21.318 659.54 45.261 40.441 41.258 35.230 .640 .669
Std. Dev. $6,148 .420 .378 .244 1. 723 1. 384 17.300 12.953 14.342 803.02 9.231 13.610 7.887 10.626 .481 .471
a < .05
b s .01
c * .001 135
Table 31. Zero-Order Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations for Black Non-workers and Workers.
Black 
Non-working Class- 
Working Class Income
Ma 1 e 
Cl ass
Fema1e 
Class
Fa m i 1 y 
Class
Male
Ed
Female
EducaLI on
Female 
Dom. 
Labor
Ma 1 e 
Dom. 
Labor
Work Work 
Experience Exp2 
Male Male Week M Week F Hour M Hour F Sector M Sector F
Male Class .108*
Female Class . 2B9C . 164b
Family Class .2 44° ,477c . 6HC
Male Education . 358c .016 .084 .048
i
Female Education .406° .033 . 1 26a .066 .598°
Fern. Dom. tabor -.040 .048 -.040 .056 .024 -.017
Male Dom. tabor .057 .051 -.019 .040 . 203C . 14 5b -262C
Work Exp. M -.086 .098 -.020 .035 — - 6 5 2C -.495C -.121a .296C
Work Exp.2 M -.116 .060 -.04 3 .014 -.630C -.484C -.134a -.294C . 96 7C
Week M . 28 3C .065 .090 .102 .039 .094 .064 -.04 7 -.012 .003
Week F .179° ,137b .096 .081 -.132a -.107a -.024 -.034 . 246C . 21 7C -.045
Hour M . 256c . 155b .060 .078 .06 2 .084 .081 -.08 5 -.027 -.04 3 - 323° -.040
Hour F . 183c .013 . 109a .048 . 113a . 108a -.1113 .070 -.131° -.150b -.016 .38 5C .036
Sector M .038 -.148b -.029 —.11oa -.039 - . 1 1 5a -.01 5 .03 7 .029 .032 .040 .001 -.098 .044
Sector F .096 -.009 .026 -.073 . 1 54b .21 3C -.031 . n o a -.176° -.178° .008 -.06 3 -.014 . 133* .047
Mean *13,397 .272 .183 .077 3.613 4 .006 31.224 12.550 21 .721; 675.35 45.355 40.324 41 .803 35.268 .624 .6 54
Std. Dev. $6,561 . 446 . 3ft 7 .267 1 . 736 1 .412 17.536 12.679 14.286 79 7.38 9.187 13.765 8.8 56 10.762 .485 .4 76
a ? .05
b < .01
c < .001 136
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the black managers/supervisors and workers model, male class is 
significantly correlated with income. The female class correlation 
with income is much higher than in the white models. Male domestic 
labor is associated with male and female education, an association 
which does not exist in the white model. Both black models are 
similar to each other, yet different from the white correlation 
tables.
While examining the correlations is useful, it is also sub­
stantively informative to discuss some of the means for the four 
groups considered in this study. There, we can quickly note that 
whites and blacks differ radically, by sex, in some areas. Tables 32 
and 33 show the differences in means for a subset of the variables for 
both the black and white models. These variables were chosen to 
reflect their particular relationship to class.
Table 32 shows the means for black and white managers/supervisors 
and workers. First of all, the difference in family earnings is sub­
stantial: white families in this study earn on the average $5,000
more than black families. Differences for three other male variables, 
education, domestic labor and hours worked, are quite significant. We 
reported earlier in the contingency tables that white men had much 
more education than black men and that black men did more housework 
than white men. For women, the differences are not as great. The 
differences in education are significant as well as hours worked per 
week. However, as shown by the contingency tables, black and white 
women do not differ much in their amount of reported housework. Also, 
as with men, there is no difference in the number of weeks they claim
Table 32. Selected Means* Standard Deviations, and T-Tests, for Two Class Model (Managers/Supervisors and Workers)
Whites (H - 723) Blacks (N ■ 304) T-Value
Mean s.n. Mean S.D.
Family Income $18,825 $8,768 $13,348 $6,148 11.390**
Hen Women
Whites (H - 723) Blacks (H - 304) T-Value Whites (N - 723) Blacks (N •> 304) T-Value
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Male Education 3.016 1.732 3.615 1.723 11.843 Female Education 4.880 1,518 4.003 1.384 8.995**
Hale Domestic labor 9.734 11.057 12.860 12,953 -3.676** Female Domestic Labor 29.479 20,786 31.115 17.300 -1.299
Week H 45.389 8.246 45.261 9,231 ,209 Week F 39.171 13.667 40.441 13.610 -1.362
Hour H 44,072 9.164 41.258 7,891 4.959** Hour F 33.572 11,911 35.230 10.626 -2.198*
* *  S .01 * *  < .0 !
* * .05
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to have worked. Black women here appear to work more hours for less 
pay.
Table 33 illustrates the means for black and white non-workers 
and workers. Again, the white family earnings are significantly 
higher than for black families. As in the table for managers/ 
supervisors and workers, white and black men differ more often than 
black and white women. There is a significant difference in the means 
for men in education, domestic labor and hours worked per week. For 
women, however, the differences are only in education and hours worked 
per week.
Tables 34 and 35 illustrate the means for family income in the 
four possible models; the supervisors/managers and workers models for 
whites and blacks, and non-workers and workers models for whites and 
blacks. An ANOVA test and a post-ANOVA Duncan range test were used. 
The original ANOVA showed that there were differences in at least one 
mean in each model. The Duncan post-ANOVA range test determined which 
means were significantly different from each other.
For whites, Table 34 shows that there is an increasing wage 
differential between each family class. It is the family in which 
both members are in the working class that earns less. This is true 
for both the first and second models; Duncan's multiple range test for 
both the white models shows that each mean is different from each 
other. It is interesting to note how little difference in income 
returns there is between the two models, even though the sample size 
is different.
For blacks, however, the results are radically different. Table 
35 illustrates how these differences are arrayed. For the family that
Table 33. Selected Means, Standard Deviations, and T-Tests, for Two Class Model (Non-workers and Workers)
Whites (N - 919) Blacks (N - 330) T-Value
Mean S.D. Mean S.O.
tolly Inecmts $19,333 $10,547 $13,797 $6,561 11.028**
Men
White. (N - 919) Black. (N - 310) T-Value
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Hale Education 5.035 1.751 3.613 1.736 12,719**
Male Doaeatle Labor 9.256 10.650 12.650 12.679 - *.338**
Week H *5.835 8.091 *5.355 9.187 .838
Hour M *5.068 10.267 *1.803 8.856 5.49***
* *  s .01
Woven
Whites (N - 919) Blacks (N - 330) T-V.ilue
Maan S.D, Mean S.D.
f
Female Education 4.925 1.504 ; 4.006 1 .*12 9.71***
Female Done.tic Labor 29.942 21.042 ! 31.224 17.536 -1.077
Week F 39.338 13.752 40.324 13.765 -1.115
Hour F 33.306 12.621 38.268 10.762 -6.9*5**
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Table 34. Means for White Family Income
Husband/Wife Mean Income N
Two Class Model: Managers/Supervisors and Workers
Manager/Supervisor, Manager Supervisor $23,626.60 95
Manager/Supervisor, Worker 20,797.20 229
Worker, Manager/Supervisor 18,354.50 96
Worker, worker 16,096.30 316
Two Class Model: Non-Workers and Workers
Non-worker, Non-worker $23,622.30 153
Non-worker, worker 21,345.30 303
Worker, non-worker 18,374.90 109
Worker, worker 16,096.30 316
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Table 35. Means for Black Family Income
Husband/Wife Mean Income N
Two Class Model: Managers/Supervisor and Workers
Manager/Supervisors, managers/supervisors $18,211.00 21
Manager/Supervisor, workers 13,037.80 54
Worker, managers/supervisors 16,759.80 36
Worker, worker 12,397.80 219
Two Class Model: Non-workers and Workers
Non-workers, non-workers $18,941.70 27
Non-worker, worker 12,799,40 67
Worker, non-worker 16,502.40 37
Worker, worker 12,397.80 219
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has a husband who is a non-worker and wife who is a worker, there is a 
loss of income of almost $4,000. An increase is seen in the next 
class where the husband is the worker and the wife is a non-worker. 
Even though the analysis of variance between means was significant, 
the difference between each mean separately in the equation is not 
significant. From the Duncan test, we know that classes one and three 
are not significantly different from each other and that classes two 
and four are not significantly different from each other. This is 
true for both models. Clearly, the black woman who is the worker has 
a tremendous influence on the family income.
The preceding discussion concludes the descriptive analysis. We 
now turn to the results of our test of the propositions outlined in 
Chapter Three. In the subsequent discussion, each of the major pro­
positions and their derived hypotheses are restated with the results 
immediately following.
Section Four. Regression Analyses
A major concern in this study was the degree to which sex 
influenced income attainment. It was posited (based on the review of 
the literature) that men would probably gain more income advantage 
from class position than would women. This led to:
Proposition One: Men's individual class positions should be
better predictors of family incomes than women's positions.
In testing for this relationship, one model has been developed 
which is applied (i.e. tested on) to each of the class conceptualiza­
tions previously discussed and analytically presented in the con­
tingency tables. Thus, the models to be discussed, in all cases use
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two-class conceptualizations —  one being that of managers/supervisors 
and workers, the other using a non-workers/workers dichotomy. 
Additionally, after these initial results are reported for white labor
force participants, the analyses are extended to black men and women.
For each of the three major and two supplemental propositions, there 
are four different hypotheses to be tested.
Hypothesis 1. The first hypothesis drawn from Proposition One is H^:
White men's individual class positions (using only managers/ 
supervisors and workers) should be better predictors of family incomes 
than white women's class positions.
The results using white managers/supervisors and workers are 
shown in Table 36. In the male model without the class variable, 
education and work experience are the most significant predictors. 
Domestic labor for men and sector are not significant. With the 
addition of the male class variable there is a change between the 
equations (F=12.47, significant at the .01 level). The standardized 
betas change little with the addition of the class variable. For the 
female class model, the results are different, With only the control 
variables in the model, education and work experience (as in the male 
model) are the dominant variables, along with hours worked per week. 
Domestic labor and sector position for women are significant. With 
the addition of the female class, the change in the equation is not 
significant. The hypothesis (H^) positing a between-sex differences 
is accepted. Adding male class is significant while adding female 
class is not. However, the addition of male class, although
statistically significant, is not substantively, very different. The
2
actual increases in R are very small.
145
Table 36. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for White Managers/Supervisors and Workers
(Individual Model).
Variables
Male Ed .512** .483**
(2587.41) (2443.95)
Male Dom. Labor -.005 -.011
(-3.95) (-9.03)
Work Exp. M .841** .797**
n (591.57) (560.65)
Work Exp. M -.466** -.442**
(-6.95) (-6.60)
Week M .208** .192**
(221.73) (204.97)
Hours W-M .068* .054
(65.35) (52.22)
Sector M .049 .057
(924.93) (1062.00)
Class M .116**
(2042.55)
Female Ed .441** .442**
(2559.78) (2565.99)
Female Dom. Labor -.063 -.063
(-26.91) (26.94)
Work Exp. F 1.090** 1.091**
2 (1503.06) (1504.81)
Work Exp. F -.787** -.788**
(47.36) (-47.41)
Week F .034 .034
(136.99) (137.28)
Hours W-F .211** .212**
(56.41) (56.84)
Sector F .077* .077*
(651.55) (647.75)
Class F .005
(-97.92)
R2 2 .365 .377 .367 .367
Adj. R .359 .370 .361 .360
* 1 .05
* *  < .01
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Hypothesis 2. The second hypothesis drawn from Proposition One is : 
White men's individual class positions (designated as non-workers and 
workers) should be better predictors of income than white women's 
class positions.
The white non-workers/workers model results are shown in Table 
37. In the equations with the control variables, all independent 
variables are significant except for domestic labor. The addition of 
the male class variable changes the equation significantly (F=l1.139, 
significant at the .01 level). Education remains the most important 
predictor of income for the equation. For the female model, the 
addition of the female class variable is significant (F=12.2.10, 
significant at the .01 level). However, the female class variable is 
not. Female domestic labor is not significant at the .01 level (how­
ever, it is significant at .05 level). It may be accounted for by the 
addition of the two other classes, not in the first model. The beta 
score (-.087) is not very high, but is negative. Here the hypothesis 
(H2) is rejected.
Hypothesis 3. The third hypothesis derived from Proposition One is 
H^: Black men's individual class positions (using only
managers/supervisors and workers) should be better predictors of 
family income than black women's class positions.
Table 38 shows the results of this test for black managers/ 
supervisors and workers. Here the results are very different than for 
the white male model. The model with the control variables has the 
same results as did the white model except that sector is significant
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Table 37. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for White Non-Workers and Workers (Individual
Model).
Variables
Male Ed .448** .426**
(2703.90) (2571.41)
Male Dom. Labor -.036 -.036
(-35.32) (-36.12)
Work Exp. M .829** .784**
O (692.77) (657.51)
Work Exp. M -.528** -.505**
(-9.13) (-8.77)
Week M .166** .155**
(216.73) (202.04)
Hour M .076* .060*
(77.94) (63.34)
Sector M .057* .064*
(1255.14) (1424.55)
Male Class .102**
(2169.00)
Female Ed .382** .394**
(2681.23) (2785.27)
Female Dom. Labor -.091* -.087*
(-45.55) (-44.45)
Work Exp. F 1.019** 1.036**
2 (1669.03) (1698.82)
Work Exp. F -.787** -.801**
(-55.19) (-56.09)
Week F .167** .176**
(129.36) (136.10)
Hour F .022 .008
(18.41) (6.94)
Sector F .034 .034
(749.09) (773.98)
Female Class -.010
(-232.51)
R2 2 .289 .299 .265 .275
Adj. R .284 .293 .259 .268
* < .05
* *  < .01
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Table 38. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for Black Managers/Supervisors and Workers
(Individual Model).
Variables
Male Ed .544** .540**
,(1916.04) (1903.49)
Male Dom. Labor '.054 .050
(25.43) (23.80)
Work Exp. M 1.168** 1.154**
p (498.42) (492.40)
Work Exp. M -.855** -.846**
(-6.58) (-6.50)
Week M .219** .216**
(158.53) (156.83)
Hours W-M .127* .125*
(103.64) (102.64)
Sector M .057 .061
(729.83) (774.04)
Class M .028
(405.58)
Female Ed .477** .454**
(2134.47) (2029.09)
Female Dom. Labor -.026 -.010
(-9.30) (-3.47)
Work Exp. F .811** .791**
2 (642.41) (626.26)
Work Exp. F -.646** -.621**
(-17.63) (-16.94)
Week F .180** .154*
(82.61) (70.41)
Hours W-F .154* .147*
(91.53) (87.83)
Sector F .067 .053
(875.90) (686.68)
Class F .187**
(3023.36)
r2 2
.313 .314 .327 .360
Adj. R .298 .296 .312 .343
* < .05
* *  < .01
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and the male education effect Is greater. When the male class 
variable is inserted into the equation, the change is not significant. 
The standardized beta score for the male class variable is not 
significant (.028). The female control model results are much the 
same for black men, with education the greatest predictor. Sector and 
domestic labor are not significant. The addition of the female class 
variable produces a significant change (F=15.881, significant at .01 
level) that we have seen so far (R^ changing from .327 to .360). The 
standardized beta score for the black women's class variable is .187. 
In this test, then, must be rejected. Male class does not predict 
income better than female class —  instead, the opposite is true.
Hypothesis 4. The fourth hypothesis drawn from Proposition One is 
H^: Black men's individual class positions (designated as non-workers
and workers) should be better predictors of family incomes than black 
women's class positions.
The results of the test for black non-worker/workers are reported 
in Table 39. In this model with only male control variables, 
education again is most significant, while sector and domestic labor 
do not obtain statistical significance. The addition of the male 
class variable does not significantly change the equation. The 
equation with female control variables shows how strong is the effect 
of the education variable. In this equation, domestic labor, hours 
worked per week and sector are not significant. However, the female 
class variable has important results. The standardized beta score is 
(.217) the highest so far for a class variable of any sex. The
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Table 39. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for Black Non-Workers and Workers (Individual
Model).
Variables
Male Ed .524** .515**
(1959.32) (1948.54)
Male Dom. Labor .055 .050
(28.56) (25.63)
Work Exp. M 1.068** 1.066**
2 (488.72) (488.42)
Work Exp. M -.801** -.805**
(-6.62) (-6.64)
Week M .210** .197**
(161.92) (155.36)
Hour M .160** .162**
(123.09) (124.45)
Sector M .046 .044
(614.41) (591.89)
Male Class .024
(351.01)
Female Ed .485** .473**
(2269.50) (2211.05)
Female Dom. Labor -.005 .006
(-1.84) (2.04)
Work Exp. F .773** .727**
2 (652.50) (615.30)
Work Exp. F -.654** -.581**
(-18.99) (-17.01)
Week F .141* .117*
(68.27) (56.63)
Hour F .074 .072
(46.56) (44.65)
Sector F .012 .023
(163.05) (322.35)
Female Class .217**
(3666.10)
R2 2 .305 .305 .262 .317
Adj. R .291 .289 .247 .300
* < .05
* *  < .01
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change in the equation after the addition of the female class is 
highly significant (F=26.895, significant at .01 level). Given the 
general findings here, must be rejected.
It has been clear in the results from the four hypotheses drawn 
from Proposition One that the elementary models outlined worked 
best for white men, poorest for black men. Additionally, class 
position was important for black women, but not for white women. As a 
second step in this part of the analysis, a more comprehensive model 
has been developed. This is indicative of and guided by two con­
siderations: first, the central interest in this study is
ascertaining the importance of family class position, which is intro­
duced in this stage of the analysis; second, this entire study is an 
exercise in theory building which, in the most exploratory way, 
requires a rigorous search for theoretically and empirically 
important variables. Given the general focus in this study on male/ 
female differences, but, at the same time, their possible composite 
effect on family issues, a second major proposition evolved.
Proposition Two: Individual men's positions and individual
women’s class positions in the same model should provide better 
predictions of family income than using the male variable 
independently.
To begin testing this proposition and Proposition Three, four 
equations were outlined. The first equation included all the control 
variables for both men and women. The second equation added only the 
male class variable while the third equation added the female class 
variable. The final equation added the interactive term, entitled 
family class (derived by the empirical combination of male and female
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class). In order to report the conclusions for the second pro­
position, the difference between the first and second equations, and 
the second and third equations are reported. At the same time, 
testing the third proposition required comparing the third and fourth 
equations. The third proposition states:
Proposition Three: The family class variable should be a better
predictor than individual class positions in the separate models.
Results for propositions two and three are reported 
simultaneously because they are tested within the same model for four 
groups: white managers/supervisors and workers, white non-workers and
workers, black managers/supervisors and workers and black non-workers 
and workers. As in the first proposition, there are four hypotheses 
derived from Proposition Two and four from Proposition Three. The 
results from the separate hypotheses are reported for each model.
Hypotheses 5 and 6. The first hypothesis drawn from Proposition Two 
is H,.: White men's individual class positions (as managers/
supervisors and workers) and white women's individual class positions 
in the same model should provide better predictions of family income 
than using the male class variables independently. As hypotheses 
derived from Propositions Two and Three are reported at the same time, 
Hypothesis Six (Hg) states that the white family class variable (as 
managers/supervisors and workers) should be a better predictor of 
family income than the individual class positions in the separate 
models.
The results for white managers/supervisors and workers are 
located in Table 40. The equation with the control variables for both
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Table 40. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for White Managers/Supervisors and Workers
(Full Model).
Variables
Male Ed .368** .351** .351** .351**
(1864.81) (1779.31) (1780.26) (1779.08)
Female Ed .225** .211** .212** .213**
(1303.58) (1218.83) (1225.84) (1230.20)
Female Dom. Labor -.062 -.060 -.060 -.060
(-26.16) (-25.37) (-25.39) (-25.39)
Male Dom. Labor .038 .031 .031 .031
(30.40) (24.56) (24.48) (24.39)
Work Exp. M .976** .935** .937** .941**
(687.94) (658.99) (660.54) (662.96)
Work Exp. M -.605** -.583** -.585** -.588**
(-9.05) (-8.71) (-8.74) (-8.79)
Week M .189** .174** .174** .173**
(201.57) (186.22) (185.86) (184.64)
Week F .179** .178** .178** .179**
(115.57) (115.02) (115.38) (115.71)
Hour M .068* .056* .055 .055
(66.07) (53.91) (53.57) (53.24)
Hour F .122** .129** .130** .130**
(90.12) (95.09) (95.64) (95.56)
Sector M .047 .053 .053 .053
(880.93) (995.33) (989.78) (987.78)
Sector F .024 .027 .026 .026
(466.99) (506.77) (502.10) (497.04)
Male Class 
Female Class 
Family Class
.110**
(1954.03)
.111**
(1959.05)
-.006
(-120.98)
.097
(1716.85)
-.029
(-573.17)
.035
(920.53)
R2 2 .468 .479 .479 .480
Adj. R .459 .469 .468 .468
* < .05
* *  < .01
2
men and women has an R of nearly fifty percent (.468). The most 
dominant variables, as in the individual models, are education for 
both men and women, work experience and weeks worked. The 
standardized beta scores changed from the individual models, 
especially those of education and weeks worked, and work experience. 
Domestic labor for men and women and sector still play no significant 
role in the equation. The second equation, with the addition of male 
class, changes significantly, though slightly (F=13.123, significant 
at .01 level). With the addition of the female class variable no 
significant change occurs, as the female class variable is not an 
important predictor. In this model, then, H,_ is rejected. The 
equation with both individual class variables present is not 
significantly different than the equation with only the male class 
variable.
The fourth equation, with the addition of the family class
variable changes the insignificantly. The interactive effect of
the class variables are not significant. The beta scores vary little
from each equation to the next, the most notable change occurring
after the addition of the male class variable. Therefore, H.. is
6
rejected. The addition of the family class variable to the equation 
for white managers/supervisors and workers does not significantly 
change the explanation of income attainment.
Hypotheses 7 and 8. The next hypothesis drawn from Proposition
Two is : White men's individual class positions (as non-workers and
workers) and white women's individual class positions in the same 
model should provide better predictions of family income than using
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the male class variable independently. As hypotheses derived from 
Propositions Two and Three are reported at the same time, Hypothesis 
Eight (H0) states that the white family class variable (non-workers
O
and workers) should be a better predictor of family income than the 
individual class positions in the separate models.
The equations change slightly for the next group, white non­
workers and workers (Table 41). As noted, the difference between 
these two models is that the non-workers/workers category included all 
the classes collapsed into two while the managers/supervisors-workers 
model excluded owner and petty bourgeoisie. The first equation of all 
the control variables has two changes from the earlier model. First 
of all, female domestic labor is significant as well as male sector 
placement. Perhaps this is the influence of the wider variation of 
the addition of all the classes. With the addition of the male class 
variable, the model changes significantly (F=13.351, significant at 
.01 level). With the addition of the female class variable, the 
equation again changes significantly, but in very small increments 
(F=15.957, significant at .01 level). However, the female class 
variable is, itself, not significant. In this case with reservations, 
hypothesis H^ is accepted. For white non-workers/worlcers, the 
addition of the female class variable to the equation which contains 
the male class variable and control variables, the equation changes 
significantly.
The fourth equation varies little from the previous three. The
change from the third equation to the fourth is not significant.
Therefore, Hg is rejected. The addition of the family class variable
2
to the model does not change the R significantly. As in the other
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Table 41. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for White Non-workers and Workers (Full
Model).
Variables
Male Ed .320** .301** .298** .298**
(1932.14) (1820.48) (1809.06) (1807.33)
Female Ed .192** .184** .197** .197**
(1348.77) (1293.60) (1388.64) (1390.54)
Female Dom. Labor -.068* -.070* -.064* -.064*
(-34.10) (-35.09) (-32.67) (-32.72)
Male Dom. Labor .004 .003 -.007 -.007
(4.26) (3.24) (-7.29) (-7.36)
Work Exp. M .914** .886** .891** .891**
o (764.97) (744.24) (749.16) (749.71)
Work Exp. M -.624** -.614** -.618** -.618**
(-10.83) (-10.74) (-10.79) (-10.81)
Week M .157** .147** .146** .145**
(205.38) (191.80) (191.32) (191.13)
Week F .144** .137** .148** .148**
(111.34) (106.69) (114.80) (114.85)
Hour M .073* .058* .061* .061*
(75.72) (60.70) (65.16) (65.01)
Hour F .056 .070* .058 .057
(47.09) (59.12) (48.90) (48.85)
Sector M .063* .067* .073* .073*
(1394.29) (1496.58) (1636.57) (1638.03)
Sector F .034 .037 .038 .038
(770.74) (827.39) (852.09) (851.45)
Male Class 
Female Class 
Family Class
.098**
(2080.31)
.105**
(2240.13)
-.019
(-439.55)
.103
(2188.96)
-.023
(-540.70)
.006
(179.65)
R2 2 .350 .360 .372 .372
Adj. R .341 .350 .361 .360
* < .05
* *  < .01
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white model, neither female class nor family class are important or 
significant predictors (their standardized beta being .023 and .006 
respectively).
Hypotheses 9 and 10. The next hypothesis (H^) drawn from Proposition
Two states: Black men's individual class positions (as managers/
supervisors and workers) and black women's individual class positions
in the same model should provide better predictors of family income
than using the male class variable independently. As hypotheses
derived from Propositions Two and Three are reported consecutively,
Hypothesis Ten (H^q) states that the black family class variable
(managers/supervisors and workers) should be a better predictor of
income than the individual class positions in the separate models.
For black managers/supervisors and workers the results are in
Table 42. The first equation with only the control variables has an 
2R of .479, a change from the individuals' models (which is .314 for 
men and .360 for women). Education for both men and women remain the 
important predictors along with work experience, weeks worked and 
hours worked for both men and women. Domestic labor is not important 
for either sex and female sector is not significant. The addition of 
the male class variable does little to change the equation. This 
corresponds to the results for the individual model tested earlier.
The test between the second and third equations, however, is 
significant. When added, the female class variable is significant and 
the change in the equation is important (F=13.883 at the .01 level). 
Therefore, for this model of black managers/supervisors and workers,
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Table 42. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for Black Managers/Supervisors and Workers
(Full Model).
Variables
Male Ed .339** .339** .334** .333**
(1201.95) (1201.70) (1183.76) (1179.02)
Female Ed .340** .340** .319** .320**
(1512.92) (1512.93) (1417.76) (1420.93)
Female Dom. Labor -.082 -.082 -.068 -.072
(-28.57) (-28.58) (-23.72) (25.08)
Male Dom. Labor .068 .068 .072 .072
(31.88) (31.86) (33.58) (33.71)
Work Exp. M 1.089** 1.088** 1.062** 1.069**
(467.91) (467.83) (456.22) (459.26)
Work Exp. M -.756** -.756** -.734** -.745**
(-5.87) (-5.87) (-5.71) (-5.79)
Week M .213** .213** .206** .204**
(152.11) (152.09) (147.30) (145.53)
Week F .207** .207** .189** .191**
(94.61) (94.59) (86.25) (87.34)
Hour M . 102* .102* .102* .104*
(83.10) (83.09) (82.81) (84.69)
Hour F .137* .137* .128* .124*
(81.34) (81.34) (76.23) (73.89)
Sector M .090* .090* .084* .087*
(1137.53) (1138.38) (1068.96) (1099.86)
Sector F .044 .044 .034 .039
(567.87) (567.61) (445.67) (509.38)
Male Class 
Female Class 
Family Class
.0005
(6.92)
-.024
(-342.55)
.162**
(2581.57)
-.052
(-756.68)
.126
(2007.89)
.070
(1719.45)
R2 2 .479 .479 .503 .505
Adj. R .457 .455 .479 .480
* < .05
* *  < .01
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Hg is accepted. In this case, the addition of the female class 
variable changes the equation in a significant manner.
The fourth equation with the family class variable, results in an 
insignificant change in the model. What we saw with the correlations 
earlier in this chapter was that not as many variables were associated 
with income for blacks as for whites. However, in the larger 
regression equation, the results change slightly. All but domestic 
labor for men and women and female sector are important. Nonetheless, 
the addition of family class does not significantly change the 
regression equation containing male and female class variables along 
with the other control variables. From this equation, then, we must 
reject H1().
Hypotheses 11 and 12. The final hypothesis (H-q ) drawn from 
Proposition Two states that: Black men's individual class positions
(as non-workers and workers) and black women's individual class 
positions in the same model should provide better predictions of 
family income than using the male class variable independently. As 
hypotheses derived from Propositions Two and Three are reported conse­
cutively, Hypothesis Twelve (H^) states that the black family class 
variable (non-workers and workers) should be a better predictor of 
family income than the individual class positions in the separate 
models.
The final model to be tested for H ^  and is the black non­
workers and workers model (Table 43). As with the other tests, the 
first equation includes the control variables without class position. 
In this equation, neither male nor female domestic labor nor sector
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Table A3. Standardized Regression Coefficients and Unstandardized
Coefficients for Black Non-Workers and Workers (Full
Model). '
Dependent
Variables
Male Ed .332** .323** .305** .300**
(1249.70) (1232.77) (1158.49) (1140.24)
Female Ed .343** .331** .326** .331**
(1603.35) (1573.58) (1545.10) (1570.84)
Female Dom. Labor -.052 -.046 -.037 -.044
(-19.17) (-17.06) (-13.39) (-16.06)
Male Dom. Labor .064 .063 .069 .067
(33.02) (32.12) (35.11) (34.11)
Work Exp. M 1.042** 1.040** .984** .990**
O (481.22) (481.30) (457.31) (459.77)
Work Exp. M -.758** -.764** -.699** -.709**
(-6.35) (-6.39) (-5.88) (-5.96)
Week M .188** .186** .181** .177**
(144.29) (145.38) (140.09) (137.11)
Week F .168** .169** .155* .159**
(80.76) (81.88) (74.70) (76.70)
Hour M .156** .158** .133* .136*
(118.78) (120.60) (104.10) (106.45)
Hour F .054 .057 .053 .050
(33.51) (35.22) (32.77) (30.73)
Sector M .075 .067 .073 .080
(1011.38) (907.84) (989.84) (1081.50)
Sector F .010 .010 .015 .027
(134.21) (137.92) (208.87) (368.70)
Male Class 
Female Class 
Family Class
-.004
(-66.08)
-.031
(-464.58)
.197**
(3289.20)
-.084
(-1244.64)
.124
(2059.31)
.135
(3224.15)
R2 2
.414 .410 .445 .454
Adj. R .392 .385 .420 .427
* < .05
* *  < .01
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for men or women, nor hours worked for women are significant. Educa­
tion, again, seems to be the most important variable in the equation.
2
When the male class position is added, the R does not change
significantly. Testing the second and third equations, female class
changes the equation in a significant manner (F=19.294, significant at
.01 level). Here, the standardized beta for female class is .197.
Thus, the hypothesized relationship —  that the addition of the female
class variable to the equation with male class and control variables
makes a significant change in the income attainment model —  is
supported. But, as with the other equations in the last three models,
2
the incremental change in R was not very great. Thus, is
accepted.
When the fourth equation is compared to the third equation, the
family class variable is not significant at .01 level (F=5.028,
2
significant at .05 level). The change in R , however, is significant, 
but slight. We cannot accept and state that the addition of the
family class variable to the equation containing the individual class 
measures does change the equation significantly. Again, this is the 
only model where the effect of family class terms are significant.
One caveat must be mentioned here. Ideally, for both theoretical 
and empirical reasons, this model would build on itself —  i.e. the 
male model would be incrementally greater than the model with only
control variables, the addition of the female class variable would
2
again change R and finally, with the addition of the interactive 
would explain even more of the income attainment process. In none of 
the four groups was this the case. Some of the equations produced 
significant results while others did not. It would appear that the
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individual class measure, whether male for the white sample or female 
for the black sample, operates more directly with income than a family 
class variable.
Supplemental Propositions. While the major focus thus far has been on 
"class variables" and their relationship to income, it was also of 
interest to see what effect a "family" variable would have. To do 
this, I chose to examine domestic labor —  time spent in child-care 
and housework. Of course, there is a huge literature on women in 
traditional versus non-traditional roles but this says little about 
how their "juggling gender" (Angrist and Almquist, 1974) directly 
impacts on their personal earnings. An empirical test for this 
resulted in:
Proposition Four: Domestic labor should have a negative effect
on income attainment. And, since women spend more time on domestic 
labor than men (Vanek), then:
Proposition Five: Domestic labor will have more of a negative
effect on women than men.
Hypotheses 13 and 14. As with the first three propositions, 
hypotheses x^ ere drawn to fit each particular group. So, from 
Proposition Four, Hypothesis Thirteen (H-^) states that domestic labor 
for white men and women (managers/supervisors and workers) should have 
a negative effect on income attainment while Hypothesis Fourteen (Hj^) 
states that domestic labor will have more of a negative effect on 
white women (managers/supervisors and workers) than men. Turning back 
to Table 40, domestic labor is not a significant predictor of family 
income, thus H ^  is rejected.
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Domestic labor for women appears to have a negative impact on 
earnings, but it is not significant and cannot be generalized. The 
domestic labor of men, on the other hand, has a positive, though 
insignificant effect on earnings. Consequently, the results of this 
test lead to the rejection of
Hypotheses 15 and 16. The second hypothesis (H^) , drawn from 
Proposition Four states that domestic labor for white men and women 
(non-workers and workers), should have a negative effect on income 
attainment. From Proposition Five, Hypothesis Sixteen (H^) is drawn 
and states that domestic labor will have more of a negative effect on 
white women (non-workers and workers) than men. From Table 41, the 
domestic labor of women does have a significant negative impact on 
earnings (the degree is not very high). For men, domestic labor 
changes in the equation, from a slight positive effect to a slight 
negative effect. Therefore, for women, H ^  is accepted, while for men 
in this model the relationship is not precise. Because of the results 
above, H ^  is also accepted. For this model of white non-workers and 
workers, women’s domestic labor has a negative, significant impact on 
earnings.
Hypotheses 17 and 18. From Proposition Four, Hypothesis Seventeen 
(H^) was derived. It states that for black men and women (managers/ 
supervisors and workers) domestic labor should have a negative impact 
on income attainment while Hypothesis Eighteen states that for
these same black women, domestic labor will have more of a negative 
effect on black women than men. Referring to Table 42, domestic labor 
was not significant for either sex. For women, the insignificant
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effect was negative, but for men, it was positive. On this basis, 
and Hjg must be rejected.
Hypotheses 19 and 20. In the final model, two more hypotheses were
created. From Proposition Four, Hypothesis Nineteen (HIO) states thati y
for black men and women (non-workers and workers) domestic labor will
have a negative effect on earnings. Hypothesis Twenty was
derived from Proposition Five and states that for these same black
women, domestic labor will have a more negative impact on income
attainment than for black men. Turning to Table 43, we can see that
for both black men and women, domestic labor has negligible effects.
As in the third model, the direction for female domestic labor is
negative while for men, it is slightly positive. In this case, then,
both H.. and H„n are rejected.
19 20 J
Domestic labor, then, seems to have little direct effect on
income in this study. As in the earlier contingency tables, domestic 
labor does not have a relationship to class. However, it may be that 
this variable is under-reported for women. Women, nationally, do on 
the average fifty-five hours of housework if at home full-time, around 
thirty-eight if they work outside the home. So, it appears that this 
data did not accurately reflect what the total hours for women could
be. However, for men, the average hours per week nationally is eleven
while the mean for white men was nine in this study and for black men, 
eleven. Undoubtedly, further study needs to be done in this area.
Summary
The empirical results in this chapter are summarized in Table 44. 
There, it is possible to ge*. a quick overview of the degree to which
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the hypotheses (main and supplemental) were supported. It has been 
clear throughout that the results are mixed —  some findings expected, 
others (frankly) disappointing. Class, in general, had small effects 
on income and only male class in the white model had an effect of 
statistical significance. For black models, the black female class 
variable was significant.
The larger model was not as successful in predicting income.
Only in selected cases, as Table 44 illustrates, was the addition of 
the female class variable a significant addition to the model (with 
white non-workers and workers, black managers/supervisors and workers 
and black non-workers and workers). The family class variable was 
significant in only one case (the black family class of non-workers 
and workers). Finally, in general, domestic labor (for both pro­
positions) was of little statistical importance, at least, when income 
was the dependent variable.
Although the results are mixed, they do provide a structure for 
speculation on why these models did not work and what might possibly 
work in another study. For further discussion of this, Chapter Six 
ties together this chapter and the earlier theoretical and empirical 
discussions.
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Table 44. Summary of Results of Propositions and Hypotheses
Accept Reject
Proposition 1: Mens' Individual class positions 
should be better predictors of family incomes 
than womens' positions.
: White mens' Individual class position (using 
only managers/supervisors and workers) should 
be better predictors of family incomes than 
white womens' class positions. X
H^: White mens' Individual class positions
(non-workers and workers) should be better 
predictors of family incomes than white 
womens' class positions. X
Black mens' Individual class positions 
(managers/supervisors and workers) should 
be better predictors of family income than 
black womens' class positions. X
H^: Black mens' Individual class positions
(non-workers and workers) should be better 
predictors of family income than black 
womens' class positions. X
Proposition 2: Individual mens' positions and 
Individual womens' class positions in the 
same model should provide better prediction 
of family income than using the male variable 
independently.
Proposition 3: The family class variable (as an 
interactive term), should be a better pre­
dictor than Individual class positions in the 
separate models.
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Table 44. Summary of Results of Propositions and Hypothesis (con't.)
Accept Reject
H,.: White mens' Individual class position (as
managers/supervisors and workers) and white 
womens' Individual class positions in the 
same model should provide better prediction 
of family income than using the male class
variable independently. X
Hg: White family class variable (as managers/
supervisors and workers) should be a better 
predictor than Individual class positions in 
the separate models. X
H^: White mens' Individual class position (as
non-workers and workers) and white womens'
Individual class position in the same model 
should provide better prediction of family 
income than using the male class variable 
independently. X
Hg: White family class variable (non-workers
and workers) should be a better predictor 
of income than the Individual class
positions in separate modes. X
H^: Black mens' Individual class position (as
managers/supervisors and workers) and 
black womens' Individual class position 
in the same model should provide better 
prediction of family income than using 
the male class variable independently. X
H^: Black family class variable (managers/
supervisors and workers) should be 
better predictor of income than the 
Individual class positions in separate 
models.
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Table 44. Summary of Results and Propositions and Hypotheses (con't.)
Accept Reject
H^: Black mens' Individual class position
(as non-workers and workers) and black 
womens' Individual class position in 
the same model should provide better 
predictors of family income than using 
the male model class variable
independently. X
Black family class variable (non­
workers and workers) should be better 
predictor of income than the Individual 
class positions in separate models. X
Proposition 4: Domestic labor should have a
negative effect on income attainment.
Proposition 5: Domestic labor will have more
of a negative effect on women than men.
H^: Domestic labor for white men and women
(managers/supervisors and workers) 
should have a negative effect on income
attainment. X
H ^: Domestic labor will have more of a
negative effect on white women (managers/
supervisors and workers) than men in this _
model. X
H^: Domestic labor for white men and women
(non-workers and workers) should have a 
negative effect on income attainment. X
Hj^: Domestic labor will have more of a
negative effect on white women (non­
workers) than men in this model. X
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Table 44. Summary of Results of Propositions and Hypotheses (con't.)
Accept Reject
r17: Domestic labor for black men and women 
(managers/supervisors and workers) 
should have a negative effect on income 
attainment. X
H 18*‘
Domestic labor for black women (managers/ 
supervisors and workers) will have more 
of a negative effect than men in this 
model. X
H 19;
Domestic labor for black men and women 
(non-workers and workers) will have a 
negative effect on income. X
H20:
Domestic labor will have more of a 
negative effect on black women (non­
workers and workers) than for men in this 
model. X
For white women in this model only.
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FOOTNOTES
^Wright developed a survey schedule, unlike any of the other general 
surveys that was specifically designed to measure objective class. 
With this study, he was able to measure precisely contradictory 
locations for the first time, as well as the typical locations of 
class (see Wright, 1982).
CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
Nineteenth century social theorists described a very different 
image of inequality than that which exists today. Yet in recent 
years, the work of certain of these theorists has been "rediscovered" 
and appears more timely than ever. In this study, one theorist in 
particular has been crucial —  Karl Marx. Following his tradition, 
this study has been a class analysis. A foremost concern has been to 
conceptually and empirically expand Marx’s class analytic scheme to 
more easily include the unique position of women. The goals in this 
study were to: 1) discuss and resolve certain issues surrounding the
definition of the working class; and 2) to test an empirical measure 
of class that would reflect women's roles in the home and the work­
place.
The first goal was met basically by a theoretical model that 
allowed the conceptualization of women and their place in production 
(both in home and work) into an already existing class structure. In 
the early chapters, we traced how Marx's use of class left later 
theorists the boundary problem. The boundary problem, as stated in 
Chapter Three, is characterized by the uncertainty of criteria that 
divides one class from another.
In Chapter Three, it was shown that women and their contradictory 
positions aided in understanding at least part of the boundary
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problem. This study concentrated on the differences in the boundary 
problem that separated the working class from others who did not own 
the means of production. Women, to the neo-Weberians, constituted a 
buffer zone between the working and middle classes. It was the 
theoretical position in this paper that these buffer zones belonged in 
the working class.
Once this was established, the second goal was met by a very 
specific empirical test in which data from the Panel Study of Income 
Dynamics was used. As had been shown in the review of the literature, 
women have a very different role than men in the labor force. They 
are likely to have the role of mother in the home and in the work­
force. This has several interpretations. One, their work at home 
(which has been shown is greater than men's) has a direct effect on 
their position in the work place. Secondly, their gender specific 
role aids in placing them in lower-level jobs in the labor force.
Class production and reproduction for women is bound up in a unique, 
historical process. To see if this was measurable, a family class 
variable was conceptualized. It was thought that this measure would 
enable the position of women in the family and the class structure to 
be examined. It was anticipated that such a measure would empirically 
demonstrate how women are part of the family and part of the class 
structure at the same time.
To measure women's work in the home, a new variable, domestic 
labor, was considered. Although domestic labor is usually seen as a 
measure of the reproduction of the class system, it is also a form of 
labor —  labor that can have negative consequences for women's 
earnings. Domestic labor is also apportioned very differently for men
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and women, both in the amount of time spent and as an effect on their 
earnings.
Domestic labor and family class variables were part of the larger 
empirical test relating family and class and, in that process, dis­
covering how women best "fit" into this system. Income (measured as 
husbands' and wives' earnings) was used as the dependent variable in 
this study. It is, at this time, one of the most concise measurements 
of the effects of class and other work variables. Together, these 
variables present a class map of our society that widens who is 
included in the class structure.
Summary of Empirical Findings
The analysis was discussed in two sections: one which was pri­
marily descriptive and the other which tested hypotheses derived from 
the propositions. In the descriptive section, class was used as a 
variable in contingency tables with other independent variables. A 
contingency table of race and sex, for example, showed that fewer 
white men were located in the working class than white women or black 
men and women. Black women, for example, were found overwhelmingly in 
the working class (over 80% located there). Secondly, occupation and 
class were arrayed in very different ways by race and sex. Men were 
most often in the working class as operatives and craftsmen while 
white women were predominantly secretaries and black women were 
usually in the lower service occupations. White women in the working 
class were more likely to be in the nonmanual occupations than men. 
This study again, showed that occupation as the technical division of 
labor was only one of the criteria for class definition.
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The contingency tables of class and education were precursors to 
the relationship found in the regression equations. White men had a 
higher educational attainment level than any other group; white women 
were next. Within the white sample for both men and women, there were 
between-class differences (non-workers and workers, manager/ 
supervisors and workers). As blacks generally have a lower-level of 
educational attainment, their between-class differences were not as 
great. Education played an important role in this analysis, as it has 
in all income studies, for both races.
Economic sector failed to be a significant variable in the 
analysis. As stated in Chapter Five, this may be due to the 
operationalization of sector or limitations of the data. Obviously, 
this area needs more testing.
The results of domestic labor were uneven in this analysis. Com­
pared by sex, domestic labor was significant. Women do much more 
housework and child-care than men. Black men, however, do more 
domestic labor than white men. There were few differences between the 
domestic labor of white and black women. The relationship of class 
and domestic labor was not statistically significant; thus, they did 
not seem to be associated. This may have been due to the kinds of 
questions asked in the study and the way the domestic labor measures 
were operationalized.
The discussion of the correlations and means provided us with 
some of the more interesting findings in this study. For the white 
models, all independent variables were significantly correlated with 
the dependent variable, income. For blacks, this was not true. 
Education, both for men and women, was highly correlated with income
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as was work experience, hours worked per week and weeks worked per 
year. The class variables were highly correlated with each other, 
especially family class to male and female class. An interesting 
development occurred when both hours worked and weeks worked were 
correlated with their sex specific class (i.e., male hours worked per 
week to male class). There appeared to be an association with these 
control variables that was class-based. Future studies might well 
explore this relationship.
Means were tested for a selected group of variables. The tests 
were done by each model for both races. For the first class model 
(managers/supervisors and workers), the difference in family income 
between blacks and whites was significant, nearly $5,000. White men 
and black men differed significantly in education, domestic labor and 
hours worked. The difference was not as great between white and black 
women —  the significant differences being in education and hours 
worked. These differences were also true for the other model of 
workers/non-workers. These findings (similar to Albert and Hahnel, 
1978) showed how interrelated sex, class and race can be.
Also, a comparison was done for family class income. For the 
white population, the means were distributed as one would expect, with 
returns to income greatest for a family with both members not in the 
working class. For blacks, however, the pattern was not as straight­
forward. The income distribution did not fall in increasingly higher 
increments as for whites. Instead, any combination which included 
women in the working class lowered the income level.
In Chapter Three, the first hypothesis was that male class would 
be a more significant predictor of income than the female class
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position. For the white members of the labor force, this was 
reflected in the analysis. Male class was a significant predictor in 
every model. This did not hold true for black men. Their class 
position was never important. In the black individual models, the 
male class variable acted much like the female variable in the white 
model. The black female variable was, like the white male variable, 
always significant.
The hypothesis that included the female class variable in the 
equation with the male class variable and the control variables had 
mixed results. This addition was not significant for the white 
managers/supervisors, but was for the non-worker/worker model. The 
addition of the female class variable for blacks was significant in 
both models.
The addition of the family class variable for all models, except 
one, produced no significant results. For the black non-worker/worker 
model, the family term was significant. However, as noted in Chapter 
Five, in no instance did the model build on itself, the increments 
gradually increasing from a less complex to a more complex model. 
Nonetheless, it must be noted that these results are found among the 
most conservative statistical tests.
Theoretical Implications
The theoretical implications of this study fall most clearly 
along four lines: First, to what degree must women be given specific
consideration in any attempt to understand the class structure in 
American society? Second, and related to this, must "labor" be recon­
ceptualized so that greater consideration is given to in- and out-of- 
the-workplace dynamics? Third, to what degree is class consciousness
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bound up in the unique sex-role configurations in contemporary 
American society? Phrased differently, are women victims of a type of 
false consciousness that they inadvertently help to reproduce? And 
fourth, what relationship does race, separate from and combined with 
sex, have to class? By what processes can we uncover this relation­
ship? We treat each of these questions in turn.
The importance of women in class analysis generally was intro­
duced earlier and situated in the context of the "boundary problem" 
(Giddens, 1977 and Parkin, 1979). Women have a unique role in the 
class structure because of their concentration in sex segregated 
occupations, their positions in the hierarchy in the workplace and in 
the home, and their specific kind of exploitation as workers. A few 
stratification researchers (see Oakley, 1981 and Garnsey, 1978) 
recognize that women present the anomaly for class analysis. Wright 
had suggested, by looking at family class, women's position in the 
class map may be measured. Unfortunately, the empirical analysis here 
answered few questions. Nonetheless, if this issue is to be resolved, 
we must give greater thought to the conceptualization of women's 
roles. Sokoloff (1980), as quoted earlier, stated that women were 
mothers in the work place and the home. In light of the mixed 
findings of this study, this appears much too glib an answer. The
underlying relations that determine these two careers must be
uncovered and measured.
The boundary problem, as characterized earlier (Parkin, 1979), 
speaks to the criteria for dividing one class from another. It was 
shown here how women might resolve the boundary problem in a 
particular way. Because the empirical analysis did not explain our
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theoretical position, we must re-think some of our earlier 
assumptions —  that is, traditional measures of stratification may not 
capture the material conditions of women. For the white population, 
the women's experience in these data went unexplained. The male class 
position dominated the class analysis. Yet, we know that women 
produce and reproduce the class structure in many important ways 
(Beechley, 1978).
Class analysis must include women. Women will continue entering 
the labor force in record numbers throughout the rest of this century, 
and their class position will become more and more necessary to the 
explanation and description of the class structure. The family class 
position, at the same time, will also change (Eichler, 1980). Most 
women now expect to work at least part of their lives (Appelbaum, 
1978); thus, most of the earlier conceptualization of the work force 
must be revised. It must be changed to reflect the dual careers of 
women and their related and sometimes contradictory class positions.
Women, like men, have an individual relation to the means of pro­
duction, an individual class position. They also have a family class 
position that reflects the patriarchal relations of class in the home 
(Ehrenreich, 1982). Because women are found primarily in the working 
class, their relationship to their husbands' class is unclear. What 
this study did was to raise issues that need further work and 
thought —  how can we best conceptualize women in the labor force?
Can we measure them in the workplace and in the home and then attempt 
to combine the measures? What measures have we not considered that 
might be useful, such as fertility patterns, after-school care, etc.? 
This study points to the link between production and reproduction of
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the class structure —  how are they intertwined both from sociological 
and economic points of view (see Ehrenreich, 1984).
One of the ways to do this is to answer the second question —  
how can labor be reconceptualized so that greater consideration is 
given to in- and out-of-the-workplace dynamics? Earlier in this 
study, it was stated that the surplus army of the unemployed was 
formed not in production, but in the class struggle (Przeworski,
1977). The surplus army is determined by what labor is needed in the 
labor market at a particular time. What are the mechanisms that 
determine who enters the labor force at what level and how are these 
mechanisms related to class? Part of this answer is linked to family 
relationships and what kind of labor occurs in the home. It is also 
linked to the kind of work that married women choose to take (out of 
necessity or choice) in the labor force. Structurally, these are dis­
proportionately lower-level, competitive market jobs that have no 
career ladders (Sokoloff, 1980). Wives, because of their role in the 
home, often find that having a job which has few expectations, either 
in pay or career, allows them to do their other job (in the home) 
full-time. Capitalism profits from this role of women —  cheap labor 
with no full-time benefits. Her labor is not worth much in the market 
place and worth less in the home. Yet, it is her labor in the home 
that ties her to these low-level jobs. Her role as a member of the 
working class is assured. So, women as laborers move in and out of 
the reserve army and their labor holds little value in either place.
Her role as a member of this army is also assured. In 1976, 54% 
of the married women were not working in the labor force. But they 
were there if needed. In World War II, women did men's jobs because
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there were not enough men to do them (Matthaei, 1982). Yet, as we 
have seen, more and more women entered the labor force to protect the 
family wage. What determines how they enter the labor market? Class 
determination may enter into who joins the labor force, but the other 
forces operating here are the rules of patriarchy. Class struggle 
determines what kinds of jobs there might be available for anyone —  
whether a factory moves overseas or to the south, how the unions 
operate, etc. However, it is the role of patriarchy that determines 
what kinds of job that women fit. From her earliest years, a woman is 
taught certain behavioral patterns that aid her in choosing certain 
careers, whether in the home or the workplace. So, women's labor 
force participation is determined both by class analysis and 
patriarchy. Patriarchy has real material bases as well as an 
ideological base that needs to be analyzed along with the mechanisms 
of the class struggle. For women, these two phenomena go 
hand-in-hand.
If married women are most often in the working class, as this 
study implies, then do they have a realization of their own 
oppression? What are the chances that they might see themselves as 
oppressed and seek to change their condition? Although the women's 
movement has been labeled a white middle-class career oriented move­
ment (Friedan, 1980), it has taken the economic issues of economy for 
women as a serious matter. The fight over insurance rates, ERA,
Titles IV and IX, are all concrete issues focusing on greater economic 
equality for women. These bear little resemblance to traditional 
working class issues, but the struggle for higher paying occupations, 
greater prestige, etc. for women are class related issues.
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Many women identify with their husbands' class positions. Do 
they have false consciousness? False consciousness is not an easy 
phenomenon to identify. It may be, instead, that these women who 
work at two jobs have little time to imagine their own liberation. 
Working seventy-five to eighty hours a week leaves little time for 
speculation on one's condition. Women, in this culture, are the 
poorest, most often sick and most often victimized by sex specific 
crime (Pearce, 1980). Certainly, these are consequences of class, and 
future studies may determine that they are also consequences of 
patriarchy, and what might distinguish the two forces.
We know less about what happens to black women. Even if this 
study's black sample is not representative of the larger black popula­
tion, the results for this particular group are astounding. For the 
most part, black women work harder and longer for considerably less 
pay. Albert and Hahnel have talked about the core characteristics in 
this society —  how race, class, sex and authority interact to provide 
the structure of oppression. This study has identified how at least 
three of these might operate in a class setting. We saw that black 
women are the most proletarianized. With little exception, they are 
working class. We also noted that black women were in fewer positions 
of authority than any other group.
Because of discrimination, blacks and women are not usually con­
sidered in the same studies as white men. The processes that operate 
in the workforce for white men do not necessarily represent the labor 
force experience of women and minorities. We can only speculate on 
what might work for understanding these groups' experiences in the 
labor force. Black women have, for the most part, done paid labor all
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of their lives (regardless of small children). However, it has been 
the type of paid labor that has placed them at the bottom of the 
occupational ladder. They have had little to do with career ladders 
or upward mobility. Most often, black families have had two members 
in the labor force and in the same class —  the working class.
This is one of the trends that we see in class analysis for the 
future. The one-class measure for the family or the individual will 
not accurately portray what is happening in the labor force (Eichler, 
1980). As two-worker families become the norm, we will have to con­
sider how they fit into the class structure and more importantly, how 
the class structure may have changed: What constitutes the class
structure? Perhaps the whole history of class analysis will need to 
be re-thought. Women have always worked, not just in the last twenty 
years. An historical class analysis including women might offer clues 
about the structure today. This study attempted to focus on one 
specific year, yet it might have helped to see how the labor of women 
has always belonged in the class structure.
In conclusion, the theoretical implications of this study are 
far-reaching and could direct future research. First, acknowledging 
that the models did not work as well as one might have wished, there 
are two possibilities: 1) a more complete data set might produce new
results; and 2) the model could be reconceptualized to more accurately 
reflect the experience of men and women. As for this first 
possibility, there is some merit in having a data set without the 
problems of the PSII). Second, there may be other more direct means to 
discovering how women "fit" into the class structure. Their relation­
ship to the means of production in the home and in the labor force
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could be measured more accurately. Also, we could have traced their 
movement in and out of the labor force over a period of years. A 
study could have been done on their own reflections about their 
positions. Patriarchal relations need to be measured in a more com­
plete way than was done here (with only domestic labor), for the real 
material conditions of domestic relations are crucial to understanding 
what happens to women in this society. Finally, more studies on 
class, race and sex need to be done. This study only begins to 
examine how these ascribed differences interact in the labor force.
Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study have been pointed out throughout 
this discussion. For one thing, the study took the theoretical 
position that all people in the class structure should be discussed 
(housewives, retirees, students, unemployed persons). However, given 
the nature of the data and the unavailability of the measures needed 
to operationalize this position, this was not done. The greatest 
difficulty, of course, was using income as a dependent variable, and 
especially where income was defined as earnings. If a person has no 
income, their class position would have no effect on income. Nonethe­
less, a person outside of the labor force is there because of a class 
related consequence.
Another obvious limitation is the class conceptualization.
Because of the size, of the sample and the nature of the analysis, 
using all five classes was not possible. Instead, the classes were 
restricted to two models: manager/supervisors and workers, non­
workers and workers. This led to assumptions that were not always
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feasible for class analysis. The sample was further restricted for
race, which, as we have seen throughout, has been problematic. Along
with this, there needs to be more work done on an individual's
relations to the means of production. Because class analysis in this
manner is relatively new, not enough of the studies have the right 
criteria to determine correctly an individual's relation to the means 
of production. The same is true for using economic sector analysis in 
this data set. After 1980, the three digit census codes were included 
in the PSID which would have made the sector divisions in the earlier
data used in this study much more accurate.
Another limitation of the data set was that the questions, for
both men and women, used to discuss domestic labor were clearly not as
specific as they needed to be (this was more the case with men). As 
Coverman notes, there are a wide-range of domestic labor activities 
that are rarely measured in class analysis or stratification.
As stated in Chapter Four, there are problems with the repre­
sentativeness of the sample. This limitation, though beyond the con­
trol of this researcher, is a serious one. However, the participation 
in the labor force was representative for the married population at 
large. Thus, selecting only those in the labor force eliminated some 
of the sampliiig problem. Otherwise, as Wright (1976) points out, the 
regression analysis is not as affected by the nonrandomness of the 
sample.
Finally, the greatest limitation to this study lies in what 
cannot be answered by the questions in the analysis. This is directly 
related to women in the labor force and the home. To really see how 
women operate iii the class structure requires a great deal of
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information that was not available in this data set or in any others. 
First of all, there needs to be more information concerning domestic 
labor and child-care arrangements. Also, women's participation in the 
labor force (especially for married women) is often interrupted by the 
needs of the family. Other family measures need to be explored that 
are more subjective in nature.
One of the more interesting questions arising from this study 
concerns the class consciousness of women. There were no questions in 
the PSID that measured women's subjective position in the class 
structure. Given the existence of the gender gap in politics, this 
may be an important place to begin. Subjective class studies are 
difficult at best, but those that have been done have reflected more 
traditional views of working class wives (Rubin, 1978; Terkel, 1974).
A subjective measure of class that reflected both labor in the home 
and labor in the work force could help build the theoretical framework 
toward a more complete class picture.
Conclusion
This study was only an initial attempt to "fit" women into the 
class structure. What happened to white women is that they did not 
fit as well as it was imagined. Is it possible to tap the class 
experience of women? In my opinion, the answer to that question is 
yes, but not in ways previously tried. If 70% (Wright, 1982) of 
working women are in the working class, then enough women who can 
relate their work experience exist. Rubin (1978) in Worlds of Pain, 
and Howe (1977), in Pink Collar World, tried to identify and inter­
view working class women. This type of qualitative approach may need
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to occur prior to more quantitative measures. It may mean sitting in 
beauty shops, department stores, offices, etc. and talking to women 
who are doing double duty —  who labor at home and in the workplace. 
What do they think about their world? How do they construct it? And, 
how do they identify themselves? I think the clues such a study would 
give would enable a quantitative study to be more thorough.
Secondly, I think there needs to be a historical study, as 
mentioned earlier, of women in class —  a study that assumes the same 
definition of class used here but looks at more than one year. How 
have clerical workers changed? How have the maids changed in the last 
twenty years? I think that we would find there are very old 
connections between women and the relations of production —  
connections which have enabled capitalist accumulation to grow in ways 
not usually examined.
This study was useful because it attempted to link family and 
class. While the empirical results were mixed, this does not mean 
that the attempt or the suggested conceptualization needs to be thrown 
out —  it only means the measure is not right, yet. It is axiomatic 
in this study and, it seems to me, in all class studies, that class 
relationships are different for women and men and we do not yet know 
how to measure this difference. An example of this in philosophy is 
illustrated in the work of Carol Gilligan (1983). She is, in her 
field of moral development, the only person doing her particular type 
of research. She is conducting interviews (much like Kohlberg, 1978) 
with ten and eleven year old girls in different school settings. She 
has found that young girls have moral development patterns unlike 
young boys. However, because the male pattern is considered the only
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model, it had not been noted previously that the developmental pattern 
was different for girls. Consequently, the young girls growing into 
women deny their development and act like boys, confused by this 
denial. Researchers were unaware of this (Gilligan speculates) 
because the moral development of young girls was seen as unimportant 
or the same as the dominant male position.
In the same sense, we tend to view women in male terms as if what 
happens to men in the material conditions of their lives happens to 
women in the same way. Yet, this study has shown that women behave 
differently in the home and in the workplace. The historical place of 
women reflected in patriarchal and class relations has determined a 
different world for women. This study used some traditional and some 
new measures to describe that experience. What I have learned is what 
does not work —  and clues as to what might.
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